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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1152/81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrun, 1st September 1981 . 

The award of the Kerala State Ar itration Board , Trivandrum 
in respect of the dispute between the Management of Shri V. J. Jacob, 
President, Vandanmedu Service Co -operative Bank Ltd. No. K 244, 
Nettithozhu P. O., (Via ) Vandanmedu and their workmen Shri T.C. 
Varghese , Thazhathu Kuthu House, Rajakandon , Nettichozhu P. O., 
Vandanmedu received by Government on 28 8-1981 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


Before the Kerala State Arbitration Board , Trivandrum . 


Present : 


29 


JE 


22 


SHRI P.J. CHERIAN 

Chairman . 
Ń . KASIVISWANATHAN 

Member 
R. PRAKASAM 
ARBITRATION CASE No. 1 OF 1981 

Between : 
Shri V. J. Jacob, President, Vandamedu Service Co- operative Bank Ltd., 
No. K 244, Neitithozhu P. O. (Via) , Vandanmedu . 

And 
Shri T. C. Varghese, Thazhathu Kuthu House, Rajakandon , 

Nettithozhu P. O., Vandanmedu . 
Representation : 

Sri Zachariah Koshy , 
Advocate, Kottayam . 

For the Management 
Sri N. C. Elias, 

Advocate, Kottayam . 
GA 214 /B . 
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AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the management of Vandanmedu 
Service Co-operative Bank Ltd., No. K244 , Nettithozhu P. O. ( Via) 
Vandanmedu hereinafter referred to as the management, and a warkman of 
the said concern , Shri T. C. Varghese , Thazhathu Kuthu House, 
Rajakandon . Nettithozhu P. O., Vandanmedu , the workman for short, has 
been referred to this Board by Government for arbitration under S. 10A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, as per notification No. 1376 /A1/LBR dated 
15-1-1981 pursuantto an arbitration agreement entered into between the 
parties aforesaid . 

The specific matter in dispute referred for arbitration is the dismissal of 
Shri T.C.Varghese , Senior Clerk" . 

Notices were duly issued to the parties to appear before the Board and 
file their respective claim statements. 

They entered appearance through counsel and filed their claim state 
ments as directed . 

According to the workman he entered the services of the management 
as store manager on 14-5-1956 and was promoted as senior clerk in 1975 . 
While holding the said post he was put in charge of the Anakara branch of 
the Bank in April, 1976. Disciplinary proceedings were started against him 
while he was in charge of the Anakara Branch on the ground that on 
3-7-1976 he had disbursed Rs. 800 each to four members of the Bank 
including himself as loan for the purchase of sewing machines without any 
authority or direction from the head office . The workman explained that 
the loan amounts were disbursed on the authority of the sanction order 
recorded on the concerned applications by the Vice President ofmanagt 
ment who was himself the convenor of the Anakara branch . Notwithstand 
ing this explanation the workman was placed under suspension pending 
enquiry by order dated 28-7-1976 . He was formally charge-sheeted on 
25-9-1976 and two Advocates - Messrs. N. Rajasekharan Nair and V.N. 
Appukuttan Nair - were appointed as enquiry officers. 

Pending enquiry an additional charge was framed against the workman 
which was communicated to him by letter dated 15-11-1976. He was also 
given a personal hearing by the Board of Directors in the course of which 
he has been questioned at length and his statements recorded . Thereafter 
the enquiry had been conducted . On the basis of the findings recorded by 
the enqui y officers the workman was dismissed from service with effect from 
24-2-1977. The enquiry it is alleged, was bad in as much as the principles 
of natural justice were grossly violated . One of the enguiry officers acted 
as the prosecutor for the management and he put leading questions to the 
witnesses with a view to clicit answers unfavourable to the workman . The 
punishment mcted out to him was illegal for the reason that no show cause 
notice was issued to him p :ior to his dismissal from service. The Director 
Board was hostile to him . The President had no authority to order his 
dismissal. The workman would , therefore, pray that the dismissal order be 
set aside and he be reinstated in service with back wages. 


-- 


The President of the management has filed a written statement in 
answer to the claims of the workman . According to this Board has no juris 
diction to arbitrate in the dispute since the arbitration agrcement and its 
publication in the gazette were not made in conformity with the provisions 
of S 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act. Tne workman was charge-sheeted 
for grave misconduct and had been found guilty of the charges by two 
enquiry officers unanimously . The disbursing of the loan to the workman 
himself without authorisation from thehead office was highly irregular and 
improper . Moreover additional charges were also proved against him It 
was after due consideration of all relevant facts that the management deci 
ded to dismiss him from service. Failure to issue a show cause notice prior 
to the infliction of punishmentwould not in anyway vitiate the order ofdismi 
ssal . All formalities were scrupulously observed and the procedure faith 
fully adhered to before the workman was dismissed from service. Hewould , 
therefore , pray that the claim of the workman for reinstatement be rejected 
and the order of dismissal confirmed . 

The workman has filed a replication reiterating the contentions in his 
claim statement and repudiating the claims of the management. 

While the dispute was pending for evidence elections were held in the 
Service Co -operative Bank and a new Director Board took over the reins of 
management. The new Director Board came to an agreement with the 
workman under which they agreed to reinstate him in service. The agree 
ment was incorporated in a compromise which was filed before us. In view 
of the settlement we hold that no dispute is now pending for arbitration 
since it has been settled out of court . 

As per the terms of the compromise the workman was reinstated in - 
service with effect from 28-7-1981 with back wages amounting to 75 % of the 
basic pay he was drawing at the time of his dismissal for the period he was 
out of service. Out of the aforesaid amount Rs. 1000 was paid in cash and 
the balance deposited with the Bank in the name of the workman as fixed 
deposit for one year carrying the usual rate of interest. We have carefully 
considered the termsof the compromise and found them to be just and 
reasonable . 

In the result we accept the compromise and pass an award in terms 
thereof. The compromise willbe incorporated with and will form part of, 
the award . Wemake no order as to costs in the circumstances of the case . 
P.J. Cherian , Chairman 

(Sd .) 
N. Kasiviswanathan , Member 

(Sd .) 
R. Prakasam , Member 

(Sd .) 
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Before the State Arbitration Board , Trivandrum 
ARBITRATION CASE No. 1 OF 1981 

Between 
The President, Vandanmedu Service Co-operative Bank Ltd., 
No. K -244 , Nettithozhu P.O., via . Vandanmedu . 

And 
T.C. Varughese , Thazhathekuttu House , Nettithozhu P.O., 

via Vandanmedu . 
Compromise petition filed by the parties to the above case 
The matier under dispute between the parties to the above case has 
been compromised on the following terms: 
1. Sri T.C. Varughese formerly Senior Clerk of the Bank will be re 

instated in service as Senior Clerk on 28-7-1981 with continuity of 
service and the period of his non -cmployment from the date of 
dismissal to the date of re- instatement will be treated as duty for 

counting service. 
2. The back wages payable to Sri T.C. Varghese for the period of 

his non errployment will be limited to 75 % of the total basic pay 

from the date of dismissal to the date of re -instatement. 
3 . Outof the above amount a sum of Rs. 1000 (Rupees one thousand) 

will be paid to Sri T.C. Varghese in cash on or before 28-7-1981 
and the balance amount due will be deposited in the name of Sri 
T.C. Varghese as Fixed Deposit with the Bank on 28-7-1981 for a 

pericd of one year with interest admissible at the existing rates. 
It is hereby requested that an award may be passed in terms of the 
above compromise . 

Dated this the 25th day of July 1981 at Kottayam . 
1. P.S. Sankaranarayanan Pillai, 
President Vandanmedu Service 

( Sd . ) 
Co-operative Bank Ltd., No. K -244, 
Vandanmedu . 
Advocate 

(Sd .) 
2. T.C. Varghese , Thazhethekuttu House , 
Nettithozhu P.o., Vandanmedu 

(Sd .) 
Advocate 

(Sd.) 

ANNEXURE 
Witnesses Examined on behalf of the management Nil . 
Witnesses examined on behalf of the Union 

Nil. 
Exhibit marked on the side of Management 

Nil. 
Exhibit murked on the side of Workmen 

Nil . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( Rt.) No. 1358 /81 /LBR . Datei, Trivandrum , 3rd November 1981 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispâte 
between the Management of the estate owned by Shri K. A. Abraham 
Velangattu Kochuparambil, Manganam P. O. ( via ) Kottayam and his 
workman represented by the General Secretary The Kottayam 
District Small Estates Employees Union (AITUC ), Palace Road , 

Kottayam -l received by Government on 2-11-1981 is hereby published 
• under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV 
of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 22nd day of October, 1981 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B.L., 

Presiding officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 176 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 81 of 1977) 

Between 
Shri K. A Abraham , Velangattu Kochuparambil, Manganam P. O. 

( via ) Kottayam 

And 
The workmcm ofthe above establishment represented by the 
Gencral Secretary, The Kottayam District Small Estates 

Empleyces Union (AITUC), Palace Road, Kottayam - 1. 
Representations : 

Shri Zachariah Koshy , 
Advocate, Kottayam . 

For Management. 
Shri P. K. Chitrabhanu , 
Advocate, Kottayam . 

For Union 
GA. 258 / V 


.. 
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concerns 


on 


AWARD 
This reference 

the denial of employment to a rubber 
tapper. The reference as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 1055/77 /LBR dated 
12-9-1977 was to the Quilon Labour Court . The case was later 
transferred when this Court was constituted a fresh . That is how the 
case was renumbered in the present number and proceeded . 

2 . The Union in its claim statement alleges that the workman who 
had put in 9 years of service as a tapper with the Management 
involved was denied employment without any reasonable cause 
27-9-1975 . According to the Union the Management adopted this tactic 
in order to victimise the workman who had placed a demand for 
payment of wages as notified under the Minimum Wages Act when he 
was being paid at a rate ,much lower than that. 

3. The Management contends that the workman had been employed 
as a tappers only from 1969 to 1972. There was no denial of employ, 
ment. On the other hand Shri Abraham Yohannan, the concerned 
workman , voluntarily abandoned the work when a theft committed by 
him was 

detected . At that time an amount of Rs. 182 drawn in excess 
was outstanding payment which Shri Abraham Yohannan did not pay . 
He also did not return the tapping knife and the bucket entrusted to 
him in connection with his employment. The allegation that there was 
under payment and a demand for enhancement of wages is not correct. 
Shri Abraham Yohannan was tapping the rubber estate belonging to 
Shri Kurian Kuruvilla of Kalarickalin 1973. In 1974 he was tapping 
in another estate helonging to Shri Kunjakochen of Paruthoor. Thereafter 
his employer is Shri Kalambukattu Kunjoonju in whose property he 
is residing. The claim itself is raised without any bona fides and is only 
to be rejected . 

4. In the replication the contensions are refuted while reaffirming 
the allegations in the claim statement. 

5. The learned counsel for the Union was absent when the case 
was taken up for hearing . So I did not have the advantage of 
hearing the learned counsel for the Union . 

6. The point arising for consideration is as to whether there was 
a denial of employmentas alleged or a voluntary abandonment as contended . 
The evidence consists of the testimony of WWI, WW2, MWs. I to 

+ 
and Exts . W1 to W3. 

7. Exts.Wl to W3 proved by WW2, the Secretary of the Union 
indicate that the industrial dispute was raised before the Conciliation 
Officer in December, 1975 and attempts were made by the Concilia 
tion Officer to settle the dispute . Ext.W3 further shows that the 
Conciliation Officer had requested the concerned Sub Inspector in 1976 
to stop cogagement of another worker in the estate belonging to the 
Management: The workman as WWI swears that the Police interfered 
and stopped work on the basis of Ext.W3. This claim is denied by the 
Proprietor as MW3. 
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8. WW2, the Union Secretary , has no direct knowledge regarding 
the circumstance under which the employment was terminated . It is 
the admitted case that WW1 joined the Union of which WW2 is the 
Secretary, only subsequent to the date of termination of the services. 
So there is only the evidence of the workman as WWI in support of his 

regarding the denial . He has stated in cross- examination in 
unambiguous terms that he himself abandoned the work when his 
request for enhancement of wages was turned down by the Proprietor . 
This categorical admission made by WW1 is sufficient to uphold the 
contention of the Management that there was no denial and that in 
fact there was an abandonment. It is true that there is no acceptable 
evidence in support of the case that there was a detection of theft. I 
say so because the only evidence in this regard is the testimony of MWI, 
the son of the Proprietor. Admittedly there was other available evidence 
regarding this so - called theft. No attempt was made to corroborate the 
version of MW1. So the story of theft has to be rejected . But wehave 
the evidence of MW2 that he (MW2) was tapping the rubber belonging 
to MW3 in 1973. It is the admitted case that MW3 has only one tapper . 
The number of trees are only 550 and the services of one tapper 
admittedly is more than enough for tapping those trees. The claim of 
MW2 that he was tapping these trees in 1973 was not chellenged by 
way of cross -examination . That means that the testimony of MW2 is 
accepted as correct. When that is the position the entire case built up 
by the Union falls to the ground . Their case that there was continuous 
employment for 9 years till September 1975 cannot be accepted in the 
light of the unchallenged evidence of MW2. It is also pertinent to note 
that the workman as WWI has stated that he had worked only for 
22 days from April to the end of September 1975. When questioned by 
me for clarification he has stated that there was no continuous work 
during that period as the dispute regarding the rate of wages was 
subsisting. He had also stated that the number of tapping days were 
curtailed by the monsoon season. The evidence available is more in 
favour of accepting the Management s version that the services of this 
workman came to an end in 1972 on account of a voluntary abando 
nment. So I find that there was no denial of employment . I further 
find that this is a case of voluntary abandonment. 

9. In view of the above finding the workman is not entitled to any 
reliefs. In the result an award is passed finding that there was no denial of 
employment and therefore the workman is not entitled to any reliefs . 


(Camp) Trichur, 
22-10-1981. 


N. SUKUMARAN, 
Presiding Officer, 


Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side 

MWI Shri Kurian K. Abraham . 
MW2 Vava Puthenparambil. 
MW3 Abraham , K. A. 


> 


) 


Witnesses examined on the Union s side : 

WW1 Shri Yohannan . 

WW2 Chandrabose, M.K. 
Exhibits marked on the Union s side : 
Ext. Wi. Conference notice dated 20-5-1976 issued by the Deputy 

Labour Officer . 
„ W1(a ) Conference notice dated 4-3-1976 issued by the Dist. 

Labour Officer. 
„ WI(b ) Conference notice dated 12-2-1976 issued by the District 

Labour Officer . 
„ W1(c) Conference notice dated 30-12-1975 issued by the Dist. 

Labour Officer . 
Copy of 

letter from the Union to the District 
Labour Officer regarding the denial of employment 

to Shri Abraham Yohannan, dated 29-12-1975 . 
W2(a ) Copy of a letter dated 27-12-1975 from the Union 

to Shri K. A. "Abraham regarding the denial of 

employment to Shri Abraham Yohannan . 
W3 Copy of a letter dated 21-4-1976 form the District Labour 

Officer to the Sub Inspector of Police , Kottayam . 


» W2 


a 


23 


) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1107/81/ LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 26th August 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between S/ Shri P. S. Thilakan, Registered Owner of Sree Ayyappan Bus, 
KLF 1691, Padathuparambil, Nadama Village, Trippunithura and (2) 
K. Ramavarma, Possessor of Bus No. KLF 1691, Korathattu Madam , North 
Fort Gate, Thrippunithura and the workman of the above establishment 
Shri C. C. Johny , Chamakalayil, Perumpally Post, Mulamthuruthy received 
by Government on 12-8-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P.GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 6th day of August, 1981 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. sc ., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 232 OF 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 48 of 1978) 

Between 
S /Shri P. S. Thilakan , Registered Owner of Sree Ayyappan Bus, 
KLF 1691, Padathuparambil, Nadama Village, Trippunithura 
and (2 ) K.Ramavarma, Possessor of Bus No. KLF . 1691, 
Korathattu Madam , North Fort Gate , Thrippunithura 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment Shri C. C. Johny , 

Chamakalayil , Perumpally Post, Mulamthuruthy. 
G. 209 / B 


For Management No.1. 


Representations : 

Shri V. G. Balakrishna Menon , 

Advocate, Ernakulam . 
Shri N. N. Narayana Pillai 

Advocate, Ernakulam . 
Shri A. K. Chinnan , 

Advocate, Ernakulam . 


] 

) 


For Management No. 2 . 


For Workman . 


AWARD 


The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 724 /78 /L & H dated 26-4-1978 is “ Denial of employment to 
Shri C. C. Johny" . 

2. Two persons are impleaded as Managements . The case advanced by 
Shri Johny is that he was employed as a Checker in KLF . 1691 bus owned by 
Shri P.S. Thilakan , the 1st Management and operated by him along with 
Shri Ramavarma, the 2nd Management from 14-5-1972 to 15-11-1975 . The 
buswas garaged for repairs on 15-11-1975 . He was denied employment 
when itwas put back on the road on 12-5-1976 . There was no reason to do 
so . Therefore he is liable to be reinstated with all back wages. 

3 . Shri Thilakan , the 1st Management, in his written statement supports 
the claim of Shri Johny . Hehas also a contention that he is still the owner 
of the bus and that Shri Ramavırma is keeping the same in his possession 
without any valid title . 

4 . Shri Ramayarma contests the claimsof Sarvasree Johny and Thilakan . 
1 he allegation that Shri Johny was employed in the bus is denied . He had 
advanced twentyone thousand rupees to Shri Thilakan as loan in the interval 
4-11-1975 to 20-1-1976 . Tue bus was already subjected to a hire purchase 
agreement with M /s. Sundaram Finance Limited . Shri Thilakan was not 
in a position to pay the instalment due to the financiers and to repay the 
loan advanced by Shri Ramavarma. So he (Ramavarma) had no other go 
but to purchase the bus itself to safeguard his interest . Accordingly on 
2-2-1976 he purchased thebus for Rs. 77,100 adjusting the loan already advan 
ced and reserving the hire purchase amount due to M /s. Sundaram Finance 
Limited . Subsequently the relationship between himself and Shri Thilakan 
became strained and there were a number of litigation between the two. All 
the litigations went against Shri Thilakan . Shri Johny is set up by Shri 
Thilakan to raise a false claim and thereby cause further harassment to him . 
He is not entitled to any reliefs. 

5. The first point arising for consideration in the nature of the conten 
tions is as to whether Shri Johny was employed as alleged . The oral 
evidence consists of the testimony of WW1 to WW4 and MWI. Exts. WI 
to W3 are the documents proved . 


co 


6. The pleading is that Shri Johny worked upto 15-11-1975 . What is 
alleged is that the bus KLF 1691 belonging to Shri Thilakan was being 
managed by Shri Ramavarma. But that allegation is emphatically denied 
by Shri Ramavarma. Ext.Ml certificate issued by the Regional Transport 
Authority shows that the buswas transferred to Shri Ramavarma with effect 
fron 2-2-1976 . Reliance is placed by Shri Johny on Ext. W3, attested 
copy of the registration certificate of the vehicle, wherein it is shown that 
Shri Thilakan was the registered owner even in 1971. It is in evidence 
that there was title dispute regarding this bus between Shri Thilakan and 
Shri Ramavarma leading to a number of litigation , civil and criminal. It 
is also in evidence that Shri Thilakan had failed in all those litigations. 
We are notmuch concerned with that title disputes. Shri Thilakan did not 
actively participate in this contest before me. The difference between Exts. 
W3 and MIneed not, therefore, be considered any further detail. Suffice it 
to say that Shri Ramavarma became the registered owner of the bus with 
effect from 2-2-1976 only . There is no pleading that Shri Johny had 
worked after 2-2-1976 . Then the question is as to whether Shri Ramavarma 
was managiag the bus even before 2-2-1976 and Shri Johny was working 
under him . 

7 . Shri Johny is examined a3 WWI. His evidence is against his own 
pleading . What is stated by him in the chief examination is that he had 
worked in this bus till the end of 1976 and that then he was denied employ 
ment . Ia Cross- examination , h : states that he had worked under Shri 
Ramavarma prior to 15-11-1975. What is stated by him ie that Shri 
Ramavarma was then theManager of the bus. Shri Thilakan , who sup 
ports the case of the workman , has no such case . Shri Joliny states in 
his evidence as WW1 that he had furnished a security of Rs. 1400 with 
Shri Thilakan and that Rs. 1,000 out of that was returne i to him . Normally 
repayment of security occurs only when there is termination of employment. 
If as a matter of fact there was occasion for repayment of security by Shri 
Thilakan then there should have been a termination of employment under 
him . There is no case that there was a fresh employment by Shri 
Ramavarma. So the evidence of WWI is more advantageous to the defence 
of Shri Ramavarma than to WWI s owa case . 

8. The 2nd witness WW2 claim that he is the Secretary of a trad : 
union and that in that capacity he had occasion to interfere in this 
industrial dispute. But the reference shows that there was no Union 
espousing the cause of the work.nı l. Even assuming that WW2had 
occision to interfere it will not help the case of Shri Johny as the evidence 
of this witness does not refer to the crucial question as to who was the 
employer when Shri Johny was seen working in the bus. So the evidence 
of WW2 is ofno consequence at all . 

9. WW3 claims that he was working as a Conductor in this bus in 1966 
and 1967 along with Shri Johny as Checker. He is definite in cross- exami 
nation that he left this employment in June 1967 to take up an ther employ 
ment. But Exts . Mland W3 show that this buswas manufactured only 


4 


in 1970. Even Shri Johny hasno case that he was employed in this bus 
in 1967. Of course an attempt was made with my permission to correct 
this mistake in the re-examination of this witness . Then he said that he had 
worked in this bus somesix years back . But much importance cannot be 
attached to this correction in view of the categorical statements earlier 
made. So no reliance can be placed on the evidence of WW3. Even if it 
is assumed that this witness had worked along with Shri Johny in this bus it 
will not be of any use in resolving the controversy as to whether Shri Rama 
varma had employed Shri Johny . So the evidence of WW3 is of no use 
at all . 

10. WW4 claims that he was a Checker of this bus from 1973 to 1976 . 
He states that Shri Johny was also a Ch- cker till the bus was garaged in 
1976 and that Shri Johny was refused cmployment when the bus was put 
back on road after repairs. This witness has also said that Shri Ramavarma 
was actually managing the bus and Shri Thilakan was the owner. 

11. MW1 is Shri Ramavarra. His evidence that he is the purchaser of 
the bus finds corroboration in Ext. MI. Ext. MI shows that the transfer 
W s with effect from 2-2-1976 . It is common case that the bus was garaged 
thereafter and became road worthy only after a few months. The claim of 
MW1 that he had nothing to do with the management of the bus before the 
transfer appears probable. There is no case that Shri Johny was appointed 
by Shri Ramavarma. Even if the evidence of the witnesses for the work 
men are accepted it would only indicate that Shri Johny was working under 
Shri Thilakan . On Johny s own admission his services with Shri Thilakan 
were terminated on repayment of the security amount. In these state of 
affairs the claim for reinstatement under Shri Ramavarma cannot be 
upheld . Shri Johny has not sought for any reliefs against Shri Thilakan . 

12. In the result an award is passed finding that Shri Johny is not entitled 
to reinstatercent or other reliefs . 


(Camp) Trichur, 
6-8-1981. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 


Appendix 


Witness examined on the Managements side : 

MWI Shri K. Ramavarma. 


Witnesses examined on the Workman s side : 

WW1 Shri Johny . 
WW2 Thomas, 
WW3 Narayanan , K.K. 
WW4 » Rajappan , C. A. 


29 
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Exhibits marked on the Managements side : 
Ext.Mi. Registration particulars from the B Register ofKLF 1891 

received from the Additional Registering Authority on 

10-6-1980 . 
Exhibits marked on the Workman s side : 
Ext.Wi. Copy of a petition dated 30-12-1975 filed by Shri Johny 

before the Deputy Labour Officer, Alwaye. 
W2. A letter dated 23-9-1976 received from the District Labour 

Officer, Alwaye. 
W3. Registration particulars from the B Register of KLF 1691 

issued by the Additional Registering Authority on 1-6-1977 . 


2 


G \ . 209 [B 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 8th December 1981. 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1357 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd November 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Kadavoor Service Co -operative Society Ltd., 
No. 1882, Kadavoor Post, Via . Pothanikad, Ernakulam and the workman 
of the above establishment Shri K. K. Krishnan , Kochukudiyil House, 
Kadayoor Post, ( Via) Pothanikad , Ernakulam District received by 
Government on 30-10-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial · Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 27th day of October 1981 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. sc ., B. L , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 250 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 71 of 1978) 

Between 
The President, Kadavoor Service Co-operative Society Ltd., No. 1882, 
Kadavoor Post, Via . Pothanikad, Ernakulam . 

And 
The workman of the above establishment Shri K. K. Krishnan , 
Kochukudiyil 

House , Kadavoor Pest, (Via ) Pothanikad , 

Ernakulam District. 
Representations : 

Shri Rajan Joseph , 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 

For Management. 
M /s. P. Kesavan Nair , 
N. Balakrishna Pillai & T. S. Godson , 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 

For Workman . 
G. A. 257 
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He was 


as 


AWARD 
This reference made by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 
908 /78/ L & H dated 29-5-1978 concerns the dismissal of Shri K. K. 
Krishnan by a Co-operative Society of which he was officiating as 
the Secretary . The case of the Management is that he was guilty 
of misappropriation of substantial amounts. The workman pleads 
innocence of this allegation . 

2. The Management Society in its statement defends its action 
by saying that the guilt of the workman was well established in 
a properly conducted domestic enquiry. The workman challenged this 
claim and contended in his claim statement that he is really 
innocent and that he was not given sufficient opportunity at the 
domestic enquiry to defend himself . 

3. T he enquiry was conducted by an Advocate . 
examined in chief on the side of the Management. He proved 
Ext. MI the file containing the enquiry , papers. 

The findings 
rendered by him is Ext. M2. The learned counsel appearing on 
behalf of the workman requested for time for cross-examination of 
MWI. I granted that request and the case came up today for 
the cross -examination . Then the learned counsel appearing on behalf 
of the workman submitted that the contentions raised against the dis 
missal are not pressed and no reliefs are sought for in this proceedings . 
An endorsement also is made on the claim statement to that effect 
by the learned counsel. 

4. The workman has withdrawn from the contest . The claim 
for reinstatement is more pressed . It can also be seen from 
the unchallenged evidence of Mwi and Exts. Mi and M2 that there 
was a proper and valid enquiry. The conclusions in Ext. M2 are 
seen to be well founded on the basis of the evidence available 
in Ext. Ml. So the finding of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer 
is proper. It was rightly accepted by the Management. The gravity 
of offence warrants the punishment of dismissal . So the workman 
is not entitled to any reliefs . An award is passed accordingly . 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN, 
27-10-1981. 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the Management s side: 

MW1 Shri M.K. Surendranathan . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. Mi. The file containing the enquiry papers. 

M2. Findings of the Enquiry Officer. 


no 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.Rt. No. 1195 /81 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th September 1981 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of Shri M.C. Jacob , Proprietor, Anna Aluminium 
Company , Kizhakkambalam P.O., Alwaye and their workmen represented 
by the President, Anna Aluminium Company Workers Union , Kizhakkam 
balam P.O., Alwaye received by Government on 1-9-1981 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday the 3rd day of August, Nineteen hundred and eighty -one) 

Present 
Shri R.K. VENU NAYAR , B.A., B.L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 49/77 

Between 
Shri M. C. Jacob , Proprietor, Anna Aluminium Company 
Kizhakkambalam P.O., Alwaye 

And 
The President, Anna Aluminium Company Workers Union, 

Kizhakkambatam ( P.O.) , Alwaye. 
GA . 228 / B . 
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AWARD 


The Anna Aluminium Workers Union raised the Industrial dispute 
regarding the denial of employment to 21 workers shown below and in the 
absence of a settlement at conciliation stage the Government of Kerala 
referred this issue for adjudication by Order G.O. (Rt.) No. 
1494 /77 /LBR dated 26-11-1977 . Name of workers. 


Issue : Denial of employment to 21 workers. 1. A.T. Varghese , 
( 2 ) T.O. Varghese , (3 ) B. P. Joy , (4) K.C. Annie, (5 ) K.T. Mary, 
(6 ) P.O. Devassykutty , (7) A.M. Thomas, (8 ) P. V. Pappachan , 
19) K.K. Mathai, (10 ) K.P. Poulose , (11) P.K. Chinnappan , 
(12) T.O. Mariamma, (13) K.G. Saradha, (14 ) K.G. Mohanan , 
(15) K.K. Sasi, (16 ) Joseph Antony , (17) M.M. Sosakutty, (18 ) Lilly 
Jacob , (19 ) T.V. George, (20 ) M.V. George, (21) M.P. Mathukutty . 

This company is engaged in the manufacture of Aluminium utensits and 
these workers were inducted into company s service on different dates with 
different wages. The company started functioning in 1969. Till August , 
1975 there was no rub with the workers and in that month they formed a 
union called Anna Aluminium Company Workers Union and it was registe 
red . The management did not like this and they took a very hirsh attitude 
towards the union . The result was denial of employment to these workers 
from different dates. This unhealthy labour practice was resented to by the 
workers. They observed a protest day, They restricted this merely to the 
wearing of badges while entering for duty. In the badge they had inscribed 
that the management should be justice. At the gate the workers were 
engaged in distributing these badges to the workers on 27-1-1975 and the 
proprietor and his henchmen came there and assaulted the off ce bearers of 
the union . The Vice Presidentand General Secretary were hospitalised and 
the police took a case against the proprietor on the basis of the complaint 
lodged by the union . On the basis of a false complaint given by the propri 
etor a counter case also was taken on file . That complaint contained the 
names of 11 of these 21 workers. After narration of this incident the union 
abruptly concludes the statement saying that this denial is arbitrary and is 
opposed to cannons of natural justice and is a measure of victimisation . 
This is a clear case of victimisation and unfair labour practice resorted to by 
the management because of unionisation . There was unemployment and 
they want back wages and reinstatement. 

The management starts the reply statement with a complaint that the 
reference order itself is illegal because the denial of employment to these 
persons and 6 others was the subject matter of discussions before the Concili 
ation Officer, Alwaye and when it failed thematter was heard by the District 
Collector, Ernakulam and he formulated a decision which was communi 
cated to the parties by letter dated 23-4-1976 . The management had 
reservations about this decision while they accepted it and implemented the 
same. This decisions bars further adjudication on this. 
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Then they trace the background of this dispute. This dispute arose during 
the period of emergency and the District Collector had power to intervene if 
necessary in industrial disputes to maintain industrial peace.When he gave his 
decision regarding 27 workers this dispute was before him . The management 
agreed to reinstate 16 workers in 2 batches. Out of these 166 are now 
working there, and there is no dispute. 5 of the workers did not report for 
work at all. One resigned after reinstatement. The remaining 4 workers 
though reported for work abandoned their job on one ground or other . 
There were 11 other wo kers. They were involved in a criminal case and 
the District Collector had directed by his decision to reconsider their case 
after the criminal case was disposed of. In view of these facts there is no 
subsisting dispute now . 

As a background they say that this as a proprietary concern started 
manufacturing aluminium utensils in 1970 and they employed about 78 
workers excluding the casual workers. During the period of these events 
they were facing a very serious financial crisis and there was recession . The 
stock pile was worth about 12 lakhs, because of the stiff competition from 
the manufacturers located in Tamilnadu . The management wanted to 
retrench a large majority of workers to enable the unit to continue to exist. 
They had appro.ched the Watch Dog Committee which was functioning 
at that time for permission for retrenchment. During this period three 
workers did not report for work from different dates in the month of 
September, 1975. Since they did not come for work they were informed 
that the management has taken that they have voluntarily abandoned their 
service. The disputewas taken up by the union and when the matter 
reached a crisis the proprietor was prevented at the gate and manhandl. d 
at the factory gate. Because of the political affiliations of this union the 
management did not get adequate police protection . The workers were 
chargesheeted and they ignored all these and continued their agitation . The 
labour unrest , the unsold stock and the financial position had the cumulative 
effect of paralysing the work of the unit. 

The workers involved in the criminal cases were asked to submit 
explanation and th : management appointed an enquiry officer. But due to 
the intervention of the District Collector they did not proceed further . The 
allegations raised by the workers are all wild and imaginary . The mana 
gement never resorted to any victimisation or unfair labour practice. The 
management has never harrassed the workers. The workers are not entitled 
to any relief. 

There is a rejoinder filed by the workers. They say that they never 
left this dispute to the decision of the Collector and to their knowledge there 
was no order empowering the District Collector to intervene in industrial 
disputes. They are not prepared to accept the decision of the District 
Collector. Since the were very particular that work was not denied to 
workers the workers appeared for work but the management said that they 
should give their consent in writing saying that they are accepting the 
decision of the District Collector for resuming. The workers were 


not 


willing to do that. The continuity of employment to 11 workers on the 
ground that they are involved in a criminal case is not justified . This 
factory is located in a rural area and the management did not like the 
formation of a union which they thoughtwould cause disturbance in the 
establishment. The Union was formed to protect their rights . The 
workers are entitled to relief. 

WWI to WW6 are the witnesses examined on behalfof the union and their 
documents are WI to W 31. The management witnesses are MW1 to MW4 
an their documents are Exts.MI to M152. 

There are 21 workers interested in this issue. According to the union 
they are denied employment on different dates. Ie all happened in the 
month of September and October, 1975 and in the claim statement it is 
simply stated that the management denied employment to these persons from 
different dates cxclusively for the reason that they formed a union , But all 
thrs had reached a climax even before this reference . The Conciliation Officer 
having f iled the dispute was taken notice of by the District Collector, 
Ernakulam and at his interventi in there was a decision . No whisper is 
made about this in the pleadings raised by the union . At the Arst stage 
when themanagement said about this they have stated that the decision is 
not binding on them . The issue of denial of ernployment to 27 persons was 
befo e the District Collector. Out of them 6 were re-employed and this 
dispute has no bearing on their c..se. Ext.Wi is the letter containing 
the set: len ent arrived at by the District Collector. The first question is 
whether this decision is binding on the management and the workers. This 
issur has to be decided in the background of the allegation raised by the 
union that this management was motivated in doing all these things because 
of their intention to victimise the workers . Did the management resort to 
these things as a measure of victimisation or unfair labour practice . The 
decision of these two points are necessary to arrive at a conclusion in this 
matter. Ext. W1 is dated 23-4-1976 . This is not a conciliation settlement, 
though the Deputy Labour Commissioner and the District Labour Officer 
were present at the conference. The conference was attended by D.S.P. 
and the Collector convened this conference in pursuance to a direction from 
the Government and the employer and the union representațives were 
present. No dispute about these facts. It is evident that this is not a settle 
m nt . At best it can only be an award given by the District Collector . No 
law sanctifies such an award . So we are left with the larger issue i.e. the 
allegation of victimisation and unfair labour pratice . 

Victimisation and unfair labour practice though two terms which crop 
up very often in industrial disputes has not been defined in the Industrial 
Disputes Act. The Supreme Court has in a number of decisions expressed 
clearly their significance One has to go to these decisions to know 
what ex ctly these terms signify. Though it is not defined the word is very 
lucidly explained by Justice Srí Sinha in the decision reported at 1916 
(11) LLJ 175 . 
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" Victimisation means one of two things. The first is when the work 

man concerned is innocent and yet he is being punished because 
he has in some way displeased the employer, for example, by being 
an active member of an union of workmen who were acting 
prejudicially to the employer s interest. The second case is where 
an employee has committed an offence but he is given a punish 
ment quite out of proportion to the gravity of the offence, simply 
because he has incurred the displeasure of the employer in a 
similar manner as mentioned above . But where it is found that 
the employee is guilty of gross misconduct then there cannot be any 

question of victimization because it merits dismissal by itself.” 
Though the letter by the Collector Ext. W1 does not amount to an 
award it gives certain facts which led to this industrial dispute. The entire 
thing flared up with an incident on 27-10-1975 at the factory gate. So 
before this incident 
on 27-10-1975 

there sufficient grounds 
for the union to say that the denial was consequent un the formation of 
trade union . In para 3 of the claim statement the union has stated that 
they formed a union in August, 1975 and was also registered in the same 
year and the management became enmical towards them and denied 
employment to all these 21 workers during the months of September and 
October , 1975. This para is the basic pleadings on the basis of which a 
decision has to be given on this issue whether there was victimisation or not. 

The oral evidence adduced on behalf of union is mainly on this aspect . 
WW1was the general secretary ofthe union and he had devoted most of 
his evidence in chief to the events that led to the Collector s decision and 
about the subsequent events . What he says in para 4 of his deposition is 
that he was instrumental in forming the union in 1975 and when the 
management came to know about this they dismissed him from service . 
Let us devote some attention on this. Some communication is necessary to 
show that the management was appraised of the formation of the union . 
There has to be some further communication to show the period when 
employment was denied . I have perused all the 31 documents marked on 
behalf of the union and I do not find any of them to establish that before 
this alleged denial of employment the union had informed the management 
about the formation of this union . WW1 the Secretary has not stated as to 
the period when the management was appraised of the formation of the 
union . 

WW2 is a worker who was involved in a criminal case and at that 
time he was unemployed . He did not say that the union informed the 
management about the formation of the union before the alleged dismissal. 
WW3 also does not say anything. WW4 says that employment was denied 
to him on 29-10-1975 . According to him this is because of his 
union activities. WW5 also says the same thing . So the union witnesses 
WW1, 4 and 5 says that union activities prompted the management to deny 
employment. According to the management they have not done so. They 
would say that WW1 left employment of his own accord or rather he 
abandoned employmentwhen he was asked to refund his advance drawn 


by him . 
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Themanagement has marked Ext. M2a letter sent to WW1. This is 
sent by registered post . The acknowledgement is marked as Ext. M2 A. 
This is dated 26-9-1975. Para 2 reads as follows: 
“ You have not repaid the same even inspite of many oral requests on 

7-9-1975 you were specifically informed by us to repay the amount 
which is over due. To our surprise we note that you are abstaining 
from your duties eversince that date without prior intimation of 

leave or any other reason." 
By the last para in the same letter he is threatened with legal proceed 
ings in case the amount is not paid . wwi, the General Secretary of the 
union was specifically asked about this in cross-examination . The relevant 
portion is extracted below : 
" Amm1000mynd om.JoomJ8 75.0) moedd o odoszonomzoe007 

cojmj. ngroome 1000 -r3 lejom . Onoplojm ) . അതിനു 
മുതലാളി ചോദിച്ചില്ല . ആ രൂപ ചോദിച്ചതിനുശേഷം നിങ്ങൾ 
a mimo100 0000 00003mMoed ? ( Q ). ed . Cal081211 . ( A ) . 
29-6-1975-..mº anWJ coronarnom od 4001075jmeº mom masomº 

03010jos asojo Jocromo 15 / meu . " 
So the case of this witness that employment was denied to him after 
formation of the union is not proved for the simple reason that no communi 
cation was sent and it is not even alleged that prior to this denial he has 
apprased the management of the formation of the union . The manaye . 
ment has come forward with a definite case that some amount was due from 
him and when the management insisted on repayment he stopped going to 
the factory. This fact was brought to the notice of the worker by a regis 
tered notice. Asa responsible office bearer of the union a duty was cast on 
him to sent a reply and his evidence shows that he has not denied the 
allegations contained in the letter. So even the case that employment was 
denied to WW1 is not proved and the very fact that he has not chosen to 
deny the averments in Ext. M2shows that there were certain incidents and 
events which the witness has not chosen to disclose in this court which 
formed the reason for the alleged denial. The management has specifically 
stated that the worker had absented from duty withoutassigning any reason . 
That fact is proved by the evidence of this witness in this court. So I find 
that the union has not proved that victimisation and unfair labour practice 
was the main reason for this denial of employment. 

The pleadings and averments of witnesses on behalf of the union is 
mainly harped on the point that the management has denied employment 
to 27 persons exclusively for the reason that at some point of time they 
associated with the formation of the union . The decision of the District 
Collector contained in Ext. W1show that all these things started with the 
denial of employment to 3 persons initially . Later on there was an incident on 
27-10-1975 as a consequence ofwhich work was denied to some persons more. 


Somehow the union has stated employment was denied to these persons on 
different dates and says it as a measure of victimisation . This communi 
cation is dated 23-4-1976 . The immediate reaction is contained in Ext. W2 
dated 1-5-1976 . This letter is not addressed to the District Collector . 
The facts mentioned in the letter are not denied . The complaint is only 
with regard to the decision arrived at by the District Collector. It is 
stated that the decision is not acceptable to the union . In second para of 
the same letter they say that they are prepared to work provided 
opportunity is given to them . The Collector had directed the employer in 
Ext. Wi to take back 8 of the senior most employees who are not involved 
in the criminal case with immediate effect on or before 2-5-1976 without 
any backwages but with their previous service, and the union in the second 
para have clearly stated that 8 of the workers will report to work from 
3-5-1976 but without forfeiting their claims. So what transpired till the 
decision was made known or was arrived at as seen from this letter is that 
they have not chosen to send a reply to the Collector. The fact remains 
that in the absence of such a denial the facts narrated by the District 
Collector in Ext. Wihas to be taken as correct. Hence the dispute started 
with the denial of employment of 3 persons and denial to others took place 
consequent on an incident on 27-10-1975 . With the decision of Collector 
the dispute assumes a totally different turn because of the subsequent 
conduct of the workers that has to be analysed to give a decision . 

The case of 11 workers who were involved in criminal case was left 
open to be decided after the order was pronounced in the criminal 
case . The other 16 persons were to be taken back in 2 batches. The first 
batch was taken back on 3-5-1976 and the second batch was to be taken as 
and when vacancies arose. Out of these 16 persons 6 persons are working 
in the factory after joining duty on the basis of the decision of the 
Collector. One person died and there are only 9 persons whose case has to 
be decided here . 

The counsel for the union has submitted elaborate note of arguments 
and the concluding portion is that their case rest on the plea that there is 
unfair labour practice and victimisation . The denial of employment is 
consequent to this attitude of management. That was specifically raised 
as an issue in this case , and a finding is already recorded that the union has 
not succeeded in proving this case, The correspondence produced by the 
union shows that the first batch of workers reported for work and from the 
second batch also some joined . Out of these 16 , 6 are working there . In 
the face of this it is to be upheld that the denial was not in consequence of 
an unfair labour practice or victimisation. The facts do not support this 
plea. 

It is about 6 years since this incident. The industry would have under 
gone a number of changes, and it will not be proper at this stage to tell the 
management to take them back at this point of time. The Collector s 
report mentions about the preparedness of the management to pay 
compensation and I think , that is something which can be ordered in this 


ce 


case. In view of this the management is to pay compensation at the rate 
of one month s wages for each completed year of service to these 20 workers. 
The union is to be paid costs of Rs. 1000. No payment to anybody on 
behalf of deceased T.V. George. 

I pass this award as stated above. 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 

Industrial Tribunal. 


Calicut. 


Appendix in I.D. 49/77 
Witnesses examined on the side of Workers: 

WWI A.T. Varghes 
WW2 T.O. Varghes 
WW3 K.K. Mathai 
WW4 Joseph Antony 
WW5 K.K. Sasi. 

WW6 P.K. Chinnappan . 
W inesses examined on the side of Management: 

MWI P.N. Nadesan 
MW2 M.V. Varghes 
MW3 . C. J. Poulose 

MW4 M.C. Jacob 
Exts. marked on the side of Workers : 

Wi Decision of the District Collector dated 23-4-1976 . 
W2 Copy of letter dated 1-5-1976 addressed to the Management with 

copy to District Labour Officer and District Collector. 
W3 Postal acknowledgement (2 in number ) of the letter dated 
1-5-1976 . 

do . 
W5 Copy of letter dated 1-5-1976 addressed to Hon ble Minister 

for Labour and its postal acknowledgement. 
W6 Copy of letter dated 1-5-1976 addressed to Labour Commissioner, 

Trivandrum with copy to Hon ble Minister for Labour . 
W7 Letter dated 30-4-1976 from the Management addressed to the 

Secretary of the Union asking him to arrange 8 workers to 

join duty on 3-5-1976 . 
W8 Letter dated 27-4-1976 from the Management addressed to Sri 

P.K. Chinnappan asking him to report for duty on 2-5-1976 . 
W9 Copies of letters dated 1-5-1976 sent by 5 workers addressed to the 

Management with copy to D.L.O., District Collector and 

Union . 
wio Copies of letter dated 4-5-1976 sentby 5 workers to the Manage 

ment with copies to District Collector, D.L.O., S.I. 
Kunnathunadu and Union. 


W4 


Do. 


. 
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PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1282/81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th October 1981 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Varadiyam Azad Service Co -operative Society Ltd., 
Varadiyam , No. 575, Avanoor P. O., Trichur District and their worker 
Smt. V. Parvathy do Veluthodathu Meenakshi Amma, Varadiyam 
Avanoor P. O. Trichur District received by Government on 24-9-1981 
is hereby published under section 17 of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 17th day of September 1981 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 30 OF 1981. 
(Old Nos . I.D. 115/72 ofthe Labour Court, Quilon and 
I. D. 80/76 of the Labour Court, Calicut) 

Between : 
The President, Varadiyam Azad Service Co-operative Society Ltd ,. 
Varadiyam , No. 575 , Avanoor P.O., Trichur District 

And 
Smt. V. Parvathy, d /o . Veluthodathu Meenakshi Amma, Varadiyam , 

Avanoor P. O., Trichur District 
Representations : 

Shri E. R. Abraham , 
Advocate, Trichur. 

For Management 
Shri M. Ramachandran , 
Advocate, Cochin -17 

For Workman 
G A. 246 / V 
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AWARD 
This reference made in 1972 by Government as per G.O. RT. NO. 
1333/72/LBR dated 7-12-1972 concerns the dismissalof Smt. V. Parvathi 
by a Co-operative Society where she was employed as a Cashier. The 
reference was to the Quilon Labour Court from where it was later transferred 
to the Labour Court, Calicut when it was formed . An award confirming the 
dismissal was passed by that court. The correctness of that award was 
challenged by the affected workman before the Hon ble High Court in 
O.P.208 1/77. The case was remanded by the Hon ble High Court after 
setting aside the award for fresh disposal in accordance with the principles 
involved in Section 11- A of the Industrial Disputes Act . Both sides had 
adduced evidence on the merits of the case before the Calicut Labour 
Court and a composite award was passed . This is a case where there was 
a domestic enquiry wherein it was held that the employee is guilty of 
charges raised against her. The Labour Court, Calicut did not exercise 
the appellate jurisdiction vested in it while considering the correctness of 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer and the direction of the High Court is 
that a re-appraisal of the evidence at the domestic enquiry is necessary . 

2. There is no complaint that the principles of natural justice have 
been violated in the matter of the disciplinary proceedings. Even otherwise 
it is seen that the society initiated disciplinary proceedings on the admitted 
fact of the existence of some excess quantity of manure in the depot that was 
in the charge of Smt.Parvathy . There is nothing to show that there was 
any idea to victimise the employee . An advocate who was then the Public 
Prosecutor and Government Pleader conducted the euquiry . Nothing 
is brought out in the examination of that Advocate asMWIbefore Court from 
which it can be said that he was in any way biased . All witnesses examined 
at the enquiry were cross-examined by Smt.Parvathy. She was given 
opportunities to adduce evidence . She examined herself as a witness. No 
further evidence was adduced . In these state of affairs the enquiry was held 
in accordance with the principles of natural justice. There was also no 
victimisation or unfair labour practice . 

3. The main complaint is that the findings of guilt rendered by the 
Enquiry Officer and accepted by the Management cannot be supported on 
the basis of the available evidence . The charge is that the employee 
attempted to misappropriate 21.300 kilograms of 9 :9:9 paddy mixture. 
It is admitted that there was an excess quantity of 21.300 kilogramsof paddy 
mixture when the stock was verified on 11-4-1972 for handing over charge 
to Shri Jose . The next day the excess quantity wasplaced on the varandha of 
the depot by Smt. Parvathy. Smt. Parvathy had asked Shri Vareed , another 
employee of the Society , to take away the manure. But Shri Vareed did not 
do so . The manure remained on the varandha and it was detected by the 
Society . Immediately Ext. WI show cause notice was issued to 
Smt. Parvathy as to way she attempted to 

remove that 

manure . She 
submitted her cxplanation on the same day and that is Ext.M3. There she 
admitted the removal. Itwas further admitted therein that she had asked 
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Shri. Vareed to remove the same from the_premises. There was no other 
satisfactory explanation for the action . The Society made some further 
enquiry and finally issued Ext. W2 charge- cum -suspension on 20-4-1972. 
The explanation submitted to the charge is Ext. M8. Therein the 
employee said that she had effected a personal stock verification before 
11-4-1972 and then it was found that there was a deficiency in paddy 
mixture of some 20 kilogramsand to set records right she prepared some 
bogus bills and remitted the cash from her own purse. But later it was seen 
that 21. 3 kilograms of paddy mixture was remaining unnoticed in a bag . 

The bag so discovered represents the initial deficiency for which bills had 
been prepared and payment made by th : employee . Therefore sh : felt that 
the excess detected was her owa property and that is why she attempted to 
remove the same: 

4. In the nature of the above explanation the burden is heavily on the 
employee to establish that things happened in the manner pleaded by her. 
There was only her interested testimony in support of the version at the 
enquiry . It is for her to point out that she had written bogus bills . It is 
well within her exclusive knowledge as to which are the bogus bills. She 
had stated that the bills were written on various occasions to make good the 
deficiency and a specific instance of Bill No. 4024 in the name of one 
Shri Raghavan was pointed out by her . The said Raghavan was examined 
as the 4th witness at the enquiry. He gave evidence that he had effected an 
actual purchase as per Bill No. 4024. There is no other evidence regarding 
the claim that there are bogus bills for 20 kilograms. The specific instance 
pointed out by the workman goes against her when the testimony of 
Shri Raghavan is that the purchase mentioned is a genuine one. So the 
theory that there were bogus bills goes. When that is the position the 
contention that the manure was removed under the bona fide belief that it 
was the property of Smt. Parvathy must also fail. Even otherwise 
there is nothing to show that Smt. Parvathy removed the manure with 
the intention to remove from the premises of the Society with the sanction 
or approval of her superiors . The position now is that an attempt was 
made to remove 21.3 kilograms ofmanure (paddy mixture) without any 
valid authority . The evidence at the enquiry is thus sufficient enough to 
support the conclusion that the employee is guilty of the charg s raised 
against her. The finding cannot by any stretch of imagination be termed 
as perverse. I confirm that finding. 

5 . It was conceded by both sides at the time of argument that a 
composite award may be passed as both sides had already adduced evidence 
on all aspects of the case before the court. Arguments were made on the 

available 

evid :nce. 
quantum of punishment also on the basis of the 
According to theManagement the antecedents of the employee are such that 
she does not deserve any punishment less than dismissal. On the other 
hand the learned counsel for the employee argued that the offence, if at all 
any, is trivial aad therefore a serious view in the mutter of punishment 
cannot be justified . 
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6 . Ext. MIO shows that Smt. Parvathy was warned for absence 
without leave on 28-6-1969. Ext.11 is 

an explanation submitted in 
November 1967 by Smt. Parvathy in connection with some other charges 
against her. But it is not known as to what action was taken on the basis 
of that proceedings. So Ext.Mil has to be discarded . Ext.M12 is an 
order under which two increments were barred as punishment. There was 
also a fine of Rs. 20. That was on 6-2-1968 . Ext.M13 dated 24-2-1971 
shows that Smt. Parvathy was fined Rs.10 . There is no evidence from 
which the nature of the offences committed on the earlier occasions can be 
gathered . Any way they are all minor misconducts for which simple 
punishments alone were inflicted . Those punishments cannot, therefore, be 
treated as grave enough to take a serious view in the matter of punishment 
at a later stage. The misconduct proved in the present case is also not 
very serious. We have to remember that. there was somelittle excess 
quantity of manure when the stock was handed over. This manure alone was 
attempted to be removed . It was not actually removed . It is also very 
important to notice that Smt. Parvathy did not entertain an idea 
to appropriate the manure to herself. She had permitted another employee 
Shri Vareed to remove it. There is no evidence to show that Smt. Parvathy 
had intention to collect its value from Shri Vareed . The statement of 
Shri Vareed on the subject is Ext. M4. He was also examined at the enquiry 
as the third witness for the Management. There is no indication in his 
statement or evidence that Smt. Parvathy s intention was to collect money 
for the manure thatwas offered to him . When viewed in this background 
the misconduct cannot be treated as one deserving the dismissal even in the 
light of the previous history of the delinquent. Smt. Parvathy was out of 
service for a decade and that is sufficient punishment for the proved 
misconduct. So the employee can be reinstated without benefits of 
backwages. 


7. In the result an award is passed setting aside the dismissal of 
Smt. Parvathy and directing her reinstatement with continuity of service 
but without benefits of arrears for the broken period . The broken period 
will only count for the purpose of gratuity of retrenchment compensation 
as the case may be . It will not be taken for increments also . The broken 
period will not count for seniority also. But the service rendered by her 
prior to the dismissal will be counted for the purpose of seniority. 


. 


8. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days 
from the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Camp: Kottayam , 
17-9-1981. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer 
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Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side : 

MW1. Shri M. R. Ramankutty Kurup . 
MW2. Radhakrishnan . 

MW3. A. Viswanathan . 
Witness examined on the Workman s side : 

ww1. Smt. V. Parvathy . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext.Mi. Bye-laws of the Society . 

M2. Report of the Enquiry Officer . 
M3. Explanation of the worker dated 12-4-1972 . 
M4. Report of Shri Vareed dated 12-4-1972 . 
M5 . Copy of a notice dated 12-4-1972 issued by the Manage 

ment to the worker . 
M6. Copy of a notice dated 20-4-1972 issued by the Manage 

ment to the worker . 
M7 Report of the subcommittee . 

A letter dated 15-4-1972 from the worker to the 

Management. 
M9. Deposition of the worker in the enquiry . 
,, M10. A memo dated 28-6-1969 issued to the worker by the 

Management 
MII. A statement of the worker dated 27-11-1967 . 
,, M12 . A letter dated 6-2- 1968 issued to the worker by the 

Management. 
M13. A letter dated 24-2-1971 from the worker to the 

Management. 
M14. Copy of the proceedings of the meeting of the Society held 

on 19-4-1972 
Exhibits marked on the Workman s side : 
Ext . Wi. A notice dated 12-4-1972 from the Management to the 

worker 
W2. A notice dated 20-4-1972 do . 
W3 A notice dated 8-5-1972 do . 
W4. A notice dated 18-7-1972 do . 
W5. A conduct certificate dated 19-4-1972 issued to the worker 

by the Management . 


M8. 


59 


99 


33 


92 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1305/81/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 19th October 1981 . 

The award of the Labour Court,Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Melarcode Ksheera Vyavasaya Co -operative Society 
Ltd., P. O. Cheeramangalam and their workmen represented by Shri. 
Vijayakrishnan , Taluk Committee President, Kerala State Co -operative 
Employees Association , Clo . Alathur Service Co-operative Bank Ltd., 
- Melarcode Branch , Melarcode P.O., Palghat received by Government 
on 14-10-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 
In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 28th day of September, 1981 

Present 
SHRI T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A., B.L ., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 13/77 

Between 
The President, Melarcode Kshezra Vyavasaya Co-operative Society 
Ltd., P. O. Cheeramangalam . Management) 

And 
Sri Vijayakrishnan , Taluk Committee President, Kerala State 

Co-operative Empleyees Association , Clo . Alathur Service 
Co-operative Bauk Ltd., Melarcode Branch , Melarcode P.O., 

Palghat. (Union ) 
Representations: 
Shri C. D. Ramalingam , 
Advocate, Palghat 

For the Management 
Sri P. A. Q.Meeran , Advocate , 
Palghat 

: For the Union . 
G. A. 256 / V . 
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AWARD 
1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of S. Abdulkader was referred to this court for adjudication 
as per G. O. Rt. No. 457/77 /LBR dated 19-4-1977 . The case was taken 
on file and notices issued to the parties. They 

entered appearance 
and filed statements. 

2. When this case came up for enquiry on 20-8-1981 Palghat 
camp , the parties filed a Memorandum of Settlement Settling th : 
dispute as between them . As per the settlement the management agreed 
to reinstate the workman and actually reinstated him with effect from 
1-7-1981 towards the arrears of salary the partics agreed for payment 
of Rs. 3000 to the workman when the financial position of the management 
improves and at any rate on or before 30-6-1983 . The parties further 
agreed that in view of the above settlement, which will be annexed to 
this award , th : ref : rence need not be continued . Sinc: the dispute has 
been settledas stated above, I hold that there is no dispute pending enquiry 
between the parties. I pass an award accordingly . 

3. This award will come into force 30 days after the date of 
publication in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised , 
corrected and passed by me on the 28th day of September 1981. 

T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


ANNEXURE 
കോഴിക്കോടം ലേബർ കോടതി മുമ്പാകെ 

I. D.13 of 77 
S. അബ്ദുൾ ഖാദർ 

തൊഴിലാളി 
ദി |പസിഡൻറ്, മേലാർക്കോട് ക്ഷീര 
വ്യവസായ Co-operative സൊസൈററി 
No. P. 12 (D ) 

മാനേജ്മെൻറ 
Memorandum of Settlement 


മേൽ നമ്പർകാരും മാനേജ്മെൻറും തർക്കത്തിൽപ്പെട്ട തൊഴിലാളിയും 
കൂടി സംസാരിച്ച് മദ്ധ്യസ്ഥൻമാർ മുഖാന്താംതാഴെ 

പായുന്ന പ്രകാരം 
തീർന്നിരിക്കുന്നു . 
(1) മാനേജുമെൻറ് പിരിച്ചുവിടപ്പെട്ട 

s . അബ്ദുൾഖാദർ 

എന്ന 
തൊഴിലാളിയെ പൂർവകാല സർവീസസ് ആനുകൂല്യത്തോടുകൂടി ജോലി 
യിൽ തിരിച്ചെടുക്കുവാൻ തീരുമാനിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 
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3000 ക . 


അത 


(2 ) അതിന്റെ 

അടിസ്ഥാനത്തിൽ തർക്കത്തിൽപ്പെട്ട തൊഴിലാളി 
S. അബ്ദുൾഖാദർ 1-7-1981 നു തൻറ തസ്തികയായ സെകട്ടറിയായി 
ജോലിയിൽ പ്രവേശിക്കുകയും മാനേജുമെൻറ് അതിനു അംഗീകാരം നൽ 
കുകയും ചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്നു . 

"(3) പിരിച്ചുവിടപ്പെട്ട തീയതിയായ 18-5-1976 മുതൽ ജോലിയിൽ 
പം വശിച്ച 1-7-1981 വരെയുളള 

അബ്ദുൾഖാദറുടെ പൂർവകാല 
സാമ്പത്തിക ആനുകൂല്യങ്ങൾ 

കണക്കാക്കി ( ശമ്പള ബാക്കി, മെഡിക്കൽ 
"അലവൻസ്, ലീ വ ശമ്പളം മുതലായവ എല്ലാ സാ വത്തിക ആനുകൂല്യ 
ങ്ങളും) (മൂവായിരം ഉറുപ്പിക) 

കൊടുപ്പാനും 

ബാക്കി 
അബ്ദുൾഖാദർ സ്വമനസ്സാലെ വിട്ടുകൊടുക്കുവാനും തീർച്ചപ്പെടുത്തു 
കയും ചെയ്തിരിക്കുന്നു . മേൽ പ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കാമെന്ന് ഏററിട്ടുളള 
3000 ക . (മൂവായിരം ഉറുപ്പിക ) സൊസൈററിയുടെ സാമ്പത്തികസ്ഥിതി 
മെച്ചപ്പെടുമ്പോൾ കൊടുക്ക മെ ന്നു മാനേജുമെൻറ് ഉറപ്പ് 

നൽകുക യും 
ആയത് റഫറൻസിൽ പറയുന്ന തൊഴിലാളി സമ്മതിക്കുകയും ചെയ്തി 
രിക്കുന്നു . ഏതം നിലക്കും 

30-6-1983 -നകം കൊടുക്കാമെന്നും 
ആയത് മതിയെന്നും സമ്മതിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു. 

(4 ) മേൽ പ്രകാരം മാനേജ്മെൻറും തൊഴിലാളിയും കാര്യങ്ങൾ തീർ 
ന്നിരിക്കുന്നതുകൊണ്ട് ഈ റഫറൻസ 

തുടർന്ന് 

നടത്തേണ്ടതില്ലെന്നും 
തീരുമാനിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ആയതുകൊണ്ട് ബഹുമാനപ്പെട്ട ലേബർ കോടതിയിലെ ദയവുണ്ടായി 
ഈ രാജി റിക്കാർഡാക്കി അതിനനുസരിച്ച് ഒരു Award കൽപ്പിക്കുവാൻ 
വണക്കമായി അപേക്ഷിച്ചുകൊളളുന്നു . 

എന്ന് 8-8-1981 

തൊഴിലാളി. (Sd.) 
Advocate for the Worker . (Sd .) 9-8-1981. 
മാനേജുമെൻറ° . President, Melarkode Ksheera 
Vyavasaya Co- op : Society Ltd. (Sd.) 


ക 


Advocate for the Management. (Sd.) 

8-8-1981 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.(Rt.) No. 1126/81/LBR. Dated , Trivandrum , 29th August 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between K. V. Alavikutty Haji, M /s K. V. Brothers, Kottappuram and 
their workmen represented by the Secretary , Malappuram District Motor 

Transport Workers Union (I. N. T. U.C.), Manjeri received by Govern 
ment on 24-8-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode ,Kerala State 
Dated this the 28th day of May, 1981 

Present: 
SHRI T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 6/78 

Between 
K. V. Alavikutty Haji , M /s K. V. Brothers, Kottappuram Management) 

And 
The Secretary, Malappuram District Motor Transport Workers 

Union (I. N. T. U.C.),Manjeri (Opposite party) 
Represented by: -- . 
Advocate T. G. Rajendran 

For the Management. 
Advocate A. Sankaran 

For the Union 
GA.212 /81 /B . 
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AWARD 
1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
alleged non -employment of Shri P. Abdu Rahiman , Cleaner, 2. Shri 
K. Gopala Krishnan , Driver, Shi C. Ummer, Checking Inspector was 
referred to this court for adjudication as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 162 /78 /L & H 
dated 30-1-1978. This case was taken on file and notices issued to the 
parties. They entered appearance and filed statement. 

2. In its statement the union contents that K. V. Alavikutty Haji is the 
proprietor of K. V. Brothers and K. V. Transports The workers named in 
the reference were employed as Cleaner, Driver and Checking Inspector 
respectively under the Management. Ummer has put in three years of 
service whereas the other two had put in two years of service. There was a 
settlement on 23-10-1976 between the District Motor Owners Association 
and the Union regarding the wages and service conditions of the workmen . 
When the union demanded of Alavikuity Haji to implement said agreement, 
he denied employment to the persons named the reference. The concilia 
tion of the dispute by the District Labour Officer, Malappurain was not 
successful. The dismissal of the workers was without any reason or enquiry . 
It is consrary to law and the principles of natural justice. Hence the union 
prays for the reinstatement of the workmen with backwages and other 
benefits . 

3 . The management filed a written statement denying that K. V. Alavi 
kutty Haji is the owner of Messrs. K. V. Brothers and K. V. Transport. 
He is the owner of K. V. Brothers having two buses that is K. L. M. 1523 
and K. L. M. 315. K. V. Transport belongs to his brother K. V. Moham 
med Kutty Haji . The averments in para three of the statement of the union 
is absolutely false. He appeared before the Labour Officer and stated that 
the workers were never employed by him . The trip sheet and other 
documents kept in the ordinary course of business will go to show that the 
workmen named in the reference were never employed by the management . 
There is no denial of employment and victimisation since the above workers 
were never employed . There is also no question of reinstatement . 

4. The union did not file a rejoinder. 

5. On the above pleadings the issue that arises for consideration is 
whether the alleged non - employment of three workmen is true proper and 
justified . 

6. Issue: The union claims that P. Abdu Rahiman , K. Gopalakrishnan 
and C.Ummer the workmen shown in the order of reference were employed 
as Cleaner, Driver and Checking Inspector respectively under the manage 
ment. It is further contended that Shri K. V. Alavikutty Haji is the 
proprietor of K. V : Brothers and K. V. Transport. The evidence adduced on 
the side 

of the workm :n show that the above workmen were alteraatively 
employed in K. V. Transport and K. V. Brothers They are alleged as 


w 


having been denied employment by K. V. Alavikutty Haji when the 
union demanded for the implementation of the settlement dated 23-10-1976 . 
The management in its written statement denies that K. V. Alavikusty Haji 
is the owner and proprietor ofK. V. Transport and contents that he is the 
owner and proprietor of only K.V. Brothers owning two buses, that is, K.L.M. 
1523 and K. L. M. 315 . 

He the management further denies that the work 
men were employed by him at any time. The relationship of employer and 
employee is denied by the management. As such it is for the workmen to 
establishment the same, before they can be held to be entitled to any relief . 
Before considering that aspect the dispute between the parties regarding the 
ownership of K. V. Transport also requires to be decided . 

7. The body of the order of reference shows that the industrial dispute exist 
between Shri K.V. Alavikutty Haji, Proprietor, K.V. Brothers, Kottappuram 
and the workmen of the above concern . He is not shown as the proprietor 
of K. V. Transport in the order even though the abstract at the top of the 
order of reference shows that the industrial dispute is between K.V. Brothers 
and K. V. Transport, Kottáppuram and their workmen . As stated earlier , 
Alavikutty Haji, the management shown in the order of reference, in his 
written statement denied that he is the owner of K. V. Transport and 
contended that only the concern K. V. Brothers belongs to him . Exhibit 
M9 shows that Bus No. K. L. M.315 stood registered in the name of 
Messrs. Malabar Motor Service, Manjeri and then transferred to 
K. V. Alavikutty Haji in the address Messrs. " K. V. Brothers" with effect 
from 3-1-1975 . Exhibit M10 is the registration certificate of Bus No. 
K.L.M. 1523 registered in the name of K. V. Alavikutty Haji , proprietor 
“ K. V. Brothers . The above shows that Alavikutty Haji is the proprietor 
of K. V. Brothers and that the above the two Buses are owned by him . 
That the above two buses are owned by the Alavikutty Haji is seen by 
exhibit MI also . Exhibit M7 is the letter of appointment of 
K. V. Mohammedkutty Haji, MW2, who is the Brother of Alavikutty Haji, 
as the Manager in respect of state carriage K L.M. 324 with effect from 
27-1-1976 by C. V. Abubacker Haji the proprietor of the same. Exhibit 
M8 is the certified copy of the judgement in M. V.Act appeal number 
332/77 , as perwhich K.L.D. 8976 was ordered to be transferred in his 
name. Exhibits M7and M8 show that the proprietor of bus numbers 
K.L.M. 324 and K.L.D. 8976 is to K. V. Mohammedkutty Haji. 
That the above person is the proprietor of the above buses can be seen 
from exhibit Mi also . But in exhibit Mi his address is shown as 
“ K. V. Brothers Andiyoor Kunnu" . The evidence of MWI and MW2 
is that the above address in exhibit Mi is a mistake. It is true that the 
above description , stated to be a mistake has not been corrected . But 
the misdescription in the address will not create title in 
K. V. Mohammedkutty Haji in respect of bus number K.L.M. 1523 and 
315 of which Alavikutty Haji is shown as the proprietor, nor will it create 
title in Alavikutty Haji in respect of Bus Numbers KLM 324 and 8976 of 
which K. V. Muhammedkutty Haji is shown as the proprietor . 

Apart 
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from the description in exhibit Ml no document has been produced to 
show that each of the Brothers have right in the buses in respect of each 
one or the other is shown as the proprietor. The evidence of ww1 and 
WW2 show that the workmen in this were working in K. V. Brothers and 
K. V. Transport alternatively . But that case is not averred in the claim 
statement filed by the union . 

As such much weight cannot be given 
to the said evidence. 

Exhibit M2 is the letter addressed by the President 
of the Malappuram District Motor Transport Union on 8-12-1976 to the 
Proprietor of K. V. Transport. The same shows that bus number 
K.L.M. 324 belongs to the addressee and that P. Abdu Rahiman one of the 
workmen sho a n in the order of reference was a cleaner in that bus. 
Exhibit M3 is the letter by above said Abdu Rahiman , to the District 
Labour Officer stating that he is employed as a cleaner in K.L.M. 324 
belonging to K. V. Transport. The above letters also show that 
K. V. Brothers and K. V. Transport are different establishments. Exhibits 
wi to W6 are conciliation notices in which it is written industrial dispute 
* K . V. Brothers and K. V. Transport, Kottappuram - regarding denial of 
employment" -- continuance - regarding” . The above notices are addressed 
to the Proprietor K. V. Brothers and K. V. Transport. The evidence of 
MWIshows that he had stated that the K. V. Transport does not belong 
to him and on that ground his brother was also called for his conciliation 
conferences and that his brother had appeared and participated in the 
same. The address shown in the notices issued by the District Labour 
Officer also cannot be held as showing that the K. V. Transport belongs 
to Alavikutty Haji or that Mohammed Kutty Haji has right in the concern 
by name K. V. Brothers. The suggestion that the offices of the above 
establishments are situated are in the same building is also denied by 
MWI. Apart from the conciliation notices and exhibit Ml no documents 
are produced by the union to establish that Alavi Kutty Haji as proprietory 
interest in K. V. Transport. In view of the above circumstances it 
has to be held that Alavikutty Haji has interest only in the property 
concern by name K. V. Brothers" owning two buses bearing numbers 
K.L.M. 1523 and K.L.M. 315. 

8. The evidence WW1 is that there are no records to show that 
either himself or the other workmen were employed in the capacity 
stated by them under the management. On the other hand the trip sheet 
exhibit M6 produced by themanagement do not show that any workmen 
in this were employed under the management. The exbibits M2 and M3 
show that P. Abdu Rahiman was employed under K. V. Transport in 
K.L.M. 324 which clearly belies his case that he is employed under 
themanagement. The evidence ofWwi shows that he had put in three 
years of service prior to his dismissal whereas the other workmen had put 
in two years of continuing service. The denial of employment was in 
December 1976 . Exhibit M9 and MIO show that Alavikutty Haji 
became the proprietor of K. V. Brothers owning two buses that is 
K.L.M. 315 and 1523 only in 1975. The same belies the case of the 


5 


union that the workmen in this were the employees of the management . 
Exhibit M5 is the register of wages. It is admittedly for the period after the 
alleged denial of employment. As such the same is not ot much value 
in this case . But in view of circumstances stated earlier. It has to be 
held that the union failed to establish the relationship of employer and 
employee. Therefore the case that the workmen were denied employment 
cannot be held as true and correct. On that ground the workmen are 
not entitled to any relief in this case. The issue is found accordingly. 

9. In view of above finding I pass the award holding that there is no 
relationship of employer and employee between the workmen and 
management and as such they are not entitled to any relief. 

10. This award shall come into force 30 days after its publication 
in the official gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant and transcribed by her corrected 
by me and passed on the 28th day ofMay 1981. 

T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


APPENDIX 


Witnesses Examined on the side of the Management. 
1. MWI - K.V . Alavi Kutty Haji , Kuttukkel Valappathody House, 

P. O. Andiyur Kunnu ( via ) Palikkal, Milappuram 

District . 
2. MW2--- K . V. Mohammed Kutty Haji, P. O. Andiyur Kunnu , 

Via Palikkal, Malappuram District. 
Witnesses Examined on the side of the worker : 

1. Sri Ummer, P. O. Arecode, Malappuram District. 

2 . Abdul Ali, P. O. Arecode, Malappuram District. 
Documents marked on the side of the worker : 
Ex - M1 - Memorandum of settlement dated 19-9-1978 

M2 --Letter dated 1-12-1976 to D.L.O. Malappuram . 
M3 -Letter from Motor Transport Workers Union to M /s 

K. V. Transport dated 8-12-1976 . 
M4 -Notice dated 26-10-1976 ofBus Owners Association . 
M5 -Register ofwages of M /s. K.V. Brothers . 
M6 -Trip Sheets 
M7 --Appointment order dated 27-1-1976 . 
M8 --Certified copy ofMVAA 332177 dated 6-7-1978 . 
M9 ---Certificate of Registration of K.L.M. 315 . 

M10 - Certificate of Registration of K.L.M. 1523. 
GA. 212 /B . 
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Documents marked on the side of worker : 
Ex - W1- Notice No. IR . 144/77 dated 24-5-1977 . 
W2 Do. 

dated 13-5-1977. 
Do. 

dated 25-4-1977. 
Do. 

dated 18-4-1977 . 
W5 Do. 

dated 29-3-1977 . 
W6 Do. 

dated 21-7-1977 . 
W7– K . V. Alavi Kutty Haji dated 21-5-1977 . 
W8 - Letter dated 4-1-1977 to K. V. Brothers Transport. 


W3 
W4 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1080/81 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 21st August 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of C. Transport Company, Kozhikode and 
their workman Shri K. K. Sami, Kuniyinnel House, 37/3, P. O. 
Karuvissery, Calicut- 10 received by Goverament on 18-8-1981 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 5th day of July 1981 

Present: 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A., B.L ., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 73/78 

Between 
The Management of C. C. Transport Company, Kozhikode. 

And 
Shri K. K. Sami, Kuniyinnel House, 37/3 , P . O. Karuvissery, 

Calicut- 10 . 
Represented by : 
Advocate Sri P. M. Padmanabhan 

For the Management 
Advocate Sri T. G. Rajendran 

For the Workman 

AWARD 
This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Sri K. K. Sami, Driver was referred to this Court for 
adjudication as per G. 0. Rt. No. 1276/78 /L & H dated 9-8-1978. The 
case was taken on file and notices issued to the parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements . 

GA . 203 /V . 


2 


at all 


must 


2 . In the statement filed by the worker it is averred that while he 
was working as a driver under the management, the Managing Partner, 
as per the charge memo dated 23-12-1976 suspended him from service 
pending enquiry into an alleged charge of disappearance of 5 Firestone 
tyres from consignment note No. 89607 dated 15-10-1976 loaded from 
the Bombay office of the Firestone Company to the Wellington Island 
office at Cochin alleged to have happened on 9-10-1976 . No action was 
initiated against the worker till 23-12-1976 . The same was due to the 
fact that the management was aware that the worker was not 
responsible for the alleged disappearance of the tyres and they understood 
that the act was committed by one Sadanandan who was in -charge of the 
Bombay office then and who was subsequently dismissed for misappropriation 
and mal-practices at the Bombay office of the management in connivance 
with clerk Suresh who too was subsequently dismissed . The above 
persons were on enimical terms with the workman . They joined together 
and foisted a false case against the workman by stealthly removing the 
tyres from the loading place by giving directions to the door delivery 
clerk at Cochin about that fact and who disappeared from the spot at 
the time of unloading of the load . Since, before and after loading the 
goods, the lorry was weighed at Bombay, the workman insisted that it 

be weighed at Cochin , so that it could be found whether actually 
the tyres are missing but the same was not done. The management was 
looking forward for an opportunity to dismiss the workman . 

They took 
this chance to do so. They conducted a sham enquiry without complying 
to any rules of natural justice and found him guilty and dismissed from 
service. The action of the management is a clear act of victimisation and 
against all fair labour practices. The management 

did not 
actual number of tyre loaded in the lorry . The consignment note 
No. 89607 dated 5-10-1976 was not produced . Unless the same is produced 
it cannot be proved that any tyre was missing. The management has also 
no case that the workman cheated the company or committed breach of 
trust. Therefore the managemnt could have only appropriated the value 
of the tyres from the workman . The management did not also establish 
that it suffered a loss of Rs. 6029.50 or that they have paid this amount 
to the Firestone Company. It is the duty of the Delivery Clerk to count tyres 
and load them correctly into the lorry . The driver or the cleaner never 
used to count the number of tyre loaded. That is why the lorry is weighed 
before and after loading the request of the workman to weigh the lorry 
at Cochin office was turned down by the delivery clerk . The management 
is suppressing the consignment note and adverse inference has to be drawn 
on account of that. The management did not produce the door delivery 
clerk at Bombay and Sadanandan , the Bombay branch in -charge as 

vitnesses at the enquiry inspite of a petition filed by the workman . The 
non -examination of that above two persons as witnesses is detrimental to 
the case of the management. The workman challeng s the validity of 
the domestic enquiry also on the grounds that no show cause notice was 
issued to him before framing charge, he was cross exmined by the 
management, no sufficient opportunity was given to him to cross examine 
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rate 


the witnesses and parue th : documents produced by the mingement 
and that the proceedings were not recorded correctly . The Enquiry Officer 
did not ju ficially apply his mini. The managemint 

dismissed the 
workman as per the order dated 2-2-1977 retrospectively from 24-12-1976 
which is illegal. Hence the workman prays that the order dismissing 
him be set aside and that he be ordered to be reinstated . 
3. The management in its written statement contends 

that the 
workman was employed as a river by the management which is engaged 
in the business of transport of goods. A loading statement is prepared 
containing the particulars of the goods carried and other details as and 
when the consignment is handed over to the driver of the lorry for 
transporting the same. The loading statement is signed by the worker 
concerned . The driver is bound to deliver the consignment so cn rusted 
to him to the parties 

concerned in case the consignment is marked 
“ Door Delivery" . At the timeof delivery an unloading statement is 
prepared in which als the driver has to sign . In case where the 
consignment concerned is countable the number of articles are mentioned 
in both the statements. It is only in cases where the 

quantity is 
determinable by weighing that the weight of the consignment is noted in 
the statement. The consignment is covered by a way bill which is given 
to the party evidencing the entrustment of goods for transport to the 
company, 

etc. The loading statement contains the details and 
particulars specified in the way bill . As far as the driver is concerned the 
document which evidences the entrustment of the consignment to him and 
the delivery of the articles by him are the loading and unloading 
statements. It is the responsiblity and duty of the driver to see that 
the consignment entrusted as per the loading statement are delivered to 
the parties concerned . It is the driver who is responsible for any loss 
or damage to the articles entrusted to him . The workman was working 
in lorry No. KRT. 370 . On 5-10-1976 a consignment of 422 tyres was 
booked for transport from Bombay to Cochin by M /s Firestone Tyre 
and Rubber Company Ltd., Bombay . The entire consignment of 422 
tyres was loaded into the lorry in the presence of the driver for which a 
loading statement was prepared in which the worker signed as usual. 
The samewill sh w that 422 tyres was entrusted to him for transport 
The consignment reached at Cochin on 9-10-1976 . It was then found 
that 5 numbe s of 9.00 x 20 tyres valued at Rs. 6029. 50 were missing . 
The driver has signed the unloading statement . He is responsible and 
liable for the shortage noticed . The Firestone Tyre and Rubber Company 
demanded a payment of Rs. 6029.50 being the value of 5 missing t res. 
It was at that time that the management decided to seek an explanation 
from the workman . A show -cause notice dated 30-11-1976 was issued to 
him which he refused to accept. Therefore a charge memo 

dated 
23-12-1976 was served on the worker. A domestic enquiry into the charges 

workman was held The workman participated in th 
enquiry. He cross-examined the witnesses of the management and 
examined himself and another witness on his side. All reasonable and 


against the 
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fair opportunities were given to the workman to examine his witnesses 
and to crossexamine the witnesses on the side of the minagement. On 
the basis of the evidence the Enquiry Officer found the workman guilty . 
Since it is a clear case of mis- appropriation , the management accepted 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer and dismissed theworkman with 
retrospective effect from 23-12-1976 the date of suspension . The domestic 
enquiry conducted is valid and proper . The allegations that the 5 tyres 
were stealthly removed by Sadanandan and Suresh from the loading 
place was not raised by him during the course of the enquiry . At any 
rate the samewill not absolve the workman of his liability . The case of 
collussion between the Door Delivery Clerk at Cochin and the above 
said Sadanandan and Suresh was not raised in the Course of the domestic 
enquiry . The company has sustained a loss of Rs. 6029.50 . There has 
bren no victimisation or unfair labour practice as alleged . The workman 
did not take the opportunity to examine Sadanandan eventhough the 
management had granted the request and offered to relieve him 
Bombay Office . The workman had filed an appeal as S. A. No. 76/79 
before theAppellate Authority under the Kerala Shops and Establishments 
Acts , Kozhikode which wasd ismissed .Therefore , the workman cannot be 
permitted to agitate his case before this Court. The dismissal of the 
workman is legal, just and proper . 

4 . l he workman filed a rejoinder in which he denied the contenstions 
raised by the management and reiterated his case avered in the claim 
satement. 

5. The issue that arises for consideration is whether the dismissal of 
K.K.Sami, driver by the management is just, proper and valid . 

6. Issue:—The workman was the driver of lorry No.KLR 370 belongs 
ing to the management. The management is engaged in the transport of 
goods. On 5-10-1976 a consignment of 422 tyres was booked for transport 
irom Bombay to Cochin by M /s. Firestone Tyre and Rubber Company, 
Bombay to be loaded from the premises of Firestone Tyre and Rubber 
Company at Bombay and delivered to its office at Cochin The consign 
ment reached at Cochin on 9-10-1976 . Ext. M8 is the unloading statement 
prepared . It was then found that 5. tyres valued at Rs. 6029.50 were 
missing . Ext.M8 is signed by the workman which shows that there was a 
shortage of 5 tyres. Thercupon the management issued a show cause notice 
as per Ext. M2, on the basis of the report of the Manager of the 
management to the Managing Partner which is ExĆMI. 

Ext. M3 is 
the report of the workshop Manager stating that the show -cause notice 
could not be served as the workman refused to receive the same. 
Thereafter the management issued a charge memo Ext.M4 aad suspended 
the workman from service pending enquiry: Ext. M6 is the proceedings 
of the enquiry. As per Ext.M7 the Enquiry Officer found the workman 
guilty of the charge framed against him . Accepting the findings the manage 
ment dismissed the workman from service as per Ext.M9 with effect from 
24-12-1976 the date of suspension . The validity of the domestic enquiry 
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raised for consideration as a preliminary issue was found to be proper, valid 
and in conformity with the principles of natural justice as per the order 
dated 26-11-1980 . 

7. The allegations against the workman relates to the disappearance 
of 5 firestone tyres from the consignment note No.89607 dated 5-10-1976 
loaded from the Bombay office ofthe Firestone Company and delivered at 
the Wellington Island Office, Cochin on 9-10-1976 . The contention now 
raised on behalf of the workman is that the management did not produce 
the consignment note signed by the workman in proof of the entrustment of 
422 tyres to him and as such the finding of guilt entered by the Enquiry 
Officer is perverse . It is true that the consignment note showing the 
particulars of the consignmenta nd signed by the workman has not been 
produced in this court . The written statement of the management 
sufficiently makes it clear that the consignment note or the loading state 
ment will show that a consignment of 422 tyres was entrusted to the 
workman for transport from Bombay to Cochin . The non -production of 
the same as stated earlier is commented upon to show that there is no 
evidence of entrustment of 422 tyres to the workman . Ext.M7 the report 
of the Enquiry Officer shows that the loading statement showing the 
loading of 422 tyres containing the signature of the workman has been 
produced before the Enquiry Officer and marked as Ex . Al. As stated 
earlier that documents has not been produced in this Court . The affidavit 
filed by the managing partner of the Managerr.ent shows that it is missing. 
However, it is not the case of the workman that the loading statement 
containing his signature and showing the number of tyres loaded in the lorry 
was not produced at the enquiry and marked as Ex.A1 as stated in Ext.M7. 
Apart from that Ext.M8 the unloading statement containing the signature 
of the workman shows the number of tyres loaded as 422. The remarks 
column shows that there was a shortage of 5 tyres . Unless it be that there 
was a shortage of 5 tyres at the time of unloading there is no reason stated 
as to why the workman should affix his signature to Ext.M8. If there was 
no shortage there is no reason stated as to why the workman did not atleast 
protest to the remarks regarding shortage of 5 tyres. That a consignment of 
tyres was entrusted to the workman for delivery at Cochin was not disputed. 
That the loading statement contains a lesser number of tyres than 422 
shown as entrusted to him in Ext.M8 is not the case of the workman . 
In View of the fact that the loading statement showing entrustment of 422 
tyres had been produced before the Enquiry Officer and in view of Ext.M8 
showing a shortage of 5 tyres and in view of the circumstances stated by me 
earlier the contention that there was no evidence of entrustment of 422 tyres 
to the workman and as such the finding of guilt entered by the Enquiry 
Officer is perverse cannot be accepted as correct. The non- examination of 
Sadanandan and Suresh , the Delivery Clerk at Bombay and the Bombay 
Branch in - charge respectively was also commenced upon to show that 
there was no entrustment of 422 tyres to the workman . In view of what 
is stated earlier the non -examination of the above persons will not show 

G. A.203/ V . 
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that there was no evidence of entrustment as alleged . Eventhough it is 
alleged that the action taken by the management is by way of victimisa 
tion and amounts to unfair labour practice, there is no evidence in support 
of the said contention . In view of what is stated earlier the punishment of 
dismissal awarded to the workman for the charge found to have been 
proved against him cannot be held to be excessive or disproportionate . 
Therefore I hold that the punishment of dismissal awarded to the workman 
is proper, valid and just . The issue is found accordingly . 

8. In view of my above findings I pass the award holding that the 
punishment of dismissal awarded to the workman is proper, valid and just 
and therefore he is not entitled to any relief. 

9 This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected and passed by me on the 15th day of July 1981 . 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer , 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the workman : 

WW1- K .K . Samy,workman : 
Documents marked on the side of the workman : 

Ext. W1-Memo of charges issued to the workman 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

MW1- M . Krishnadas. 
Documents marked on the side of the Management: 

Ex.M1-Letter dated 25-11-1976 to the Managing Partner . 
Ex.M2-Show - cause notice issued to the workman . 
Ex.M3-Letter dated 15-12-1976 of Workshop in -charge. 
Ex.M4-Charge memo dated 23-12-1976 issued to K. K.Smy. 
Ex.M5-Explanation from K.K.Samy. 
Ex.M6-Enquiry Proceedings . 
Ex.M7-Findings of the Enquiry Officer . 
Ex.M8-Statement of parcels unloaded . 
Ex.M9-Dismissal order issued to K. K. Samy. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


6.0 . (Rt.) No. 1165 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 4th September 1981. 

Ihs award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Pariyapuram Co-operative Milk Supply Society Ltd. 
No. 493, Pariyapuram , Puthenangadi P. O.,via Angadipuram , Malappuram 
District and their workman Shri Varghese Mani (Ex -employee-Pariyapuram 
Milk Society Ltd., Kunnathu House, Karuvambalam P. O., via Angadi 
puram received by Government on 2-9-1981 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act, XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this , the 3rd day of August, 1981) 

Present : 
Shri T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 1. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 88/78 

Between 
The President, Pariyapuram Co-operative Milk Supply Society 

Ltd., No. 493, Pariyapuram , Puthenangadi P. o . , via 
Angadipuram ,Malappuram District- (Management) 

And 
Shri Varghese Mani (Ex-employee-Pariyapuram Milk Society 
Ltd., Kunnathu House, Karuvambalam P. O., vią 

Angadipuram- (Workman ). 
G :. 217 / B . 


For the Management. 


Representation : 
Advocate P. Damodaran , 

Calicut . 
Advocate P. Kumarankutty , 

Calicut. 


) 


For the Wokman . 


AWARD 
1. This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
termination of service of Sri Varghese Maniwith effect from 6-6-1973 was 
referred to this Court for adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 1487 /78/L & H 
dated 23-9-1978 . The case was taken on file and notices issued to both par 
ties. They entered appearance and filed statements. 

2. In the statement filed by the workman he contends that he was 
appointed by the managernent on 15-11-1968 as the Central Supervisor. On 
1-12-1971 he wis promoted to the post of Field Inspector. 

There was no 
complaint of any sort against the workman during the tenure of his o lice 
and there was ni occasion for the management to take any sort of discipl - 
nary action against him . On 6-6-1973 the workman received an order 
retrenching him from service. The said order was given without any reason . 
There was no valid and sufficient ground for retrenchment. The manage 
ment has not complied with any of the mandatory provisions of law . He 
was not given any notice or notice pay . Hewas drawing a salary of Rs. 130 
at the time of retrenchment. He had deposited a sum of Rs. 300 by way of 
security . The samewas not paid to him . He wa; not paid the salary for 
the month of May, 1973 and for the days from 1-5-1973 ( 1-6-1973 ) to 
6-6-1973 . The other benefits such as provident fund, gratuity etc. also was 
not paid . The order of themanagement is illegal and arbitrary . . He prays 
for reinstatement with backwages 

3. The management in its written statement denies that Varghese 
Mani was a workman under themanagemen . There was no employer and 
employee relationship . He was not appointed by the management on 
15-11-1968 as the Central Supervisor and promoted to the post of Field In 
spector on 1-12-1971. There is no question of disciplinary action bring 
taken against the workman as there wasno employer and employee relation 
ship . The allegations that he was retrenched from service on 6-6-1973 is 
incorrect, so also the case that he was drawing a salary of Rs. 130. The 
records of the management do not show that a sum of Rs. 300 was 
received as security. The management is a co -operative society formed 
by the farmers of Pariyapuram area for achieving better results ia 
marketing their milk . The day today management of the society is 
vested in a committee clected from the inembers in the annual 
general body meeting . The workman is also a farmer . On 30-11-1970 
the management 

decided 

lcave the control of Malaparamba 
centre to him . This was done not in the spirit of appointing hin as a 


to 
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Supervisor. But only because that the overall control of the centre was left 
to him since he is also a farmer and could spare about an hour per day for 
the sake of the management without much difficulty . The said arrange 
ment does not indicate an employer-employee relationship . On 7-1-1971 
the management decided to give an allowance of Rs. 15 to him . On 
10-12-1971 the management decided to request him to visit different centres 
once in a while to see whether they were functioning effectively. In order 
to enable him to meet his travelling expenses it was decided to give him a 
monthly allowance of Rs. 125 which was subsequently enhanced to Rs. 130 . 
Even at that time there was no relationship of employer and employee. He 
was an independantman working regularly his farm . The society was 
never covered under the Employees Provident Fund Act. Towards the end 
of 1973 the society was put in a difficult position due to lack of sufficient 
business . From January to July, 1974 the minagement was virtually a 
non -entity . There was no regular functioning and no business. The then 
president also resigned. Even before that the workman had severed all his 
connections with the management. In July 1974 a new committee was 
elected and thereafter the management is functioning . The election of the 
new committee and the revival of the society was not liked by the workman 
and certain others because of political enmity . This dispute is raised only 
to harass the present committee. Hence the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

4. In his rejoinder the workman denies the averments in the written 
statement of themanagement. 

5 .. The issue that arises for consideration is is the termination of service 
of Sri Varghese Mani with effect from 6-6-1973 valid , proper and justified " . 

6. Issue. - The case of the workman is that he was appointed on 
15-11-1968 by the management, which is a co -operative milk supply society, 
as its Central Supervisor and that on 1-12-1971 he was promoted to the post 
of Field Inspector. He contends that he was retrenched from service 
without any reason whatsoever and without complying the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, with effect from 6-6-1973. He prays for 
reinstatement. The management denies the relationship of employer 
employee between the parties. It also denies the appointment on 15-11-1968 
as the Central Supervisor and the sub :equent promotion on 1-12-1971 as 
Field Inspector as claimed by the workman . However it admits that on . 
30-11-1970 themanagement decided to leave the Control of Malaparamba 
centre to the workman . It is con ended that it was not done with the 
intention of creating the relationship of employer and employce. It is 
further admitted that on 10-12-1971 the management decided to request the 
workman to visit different centres once in a while to see whether they were 
functioning effectively. It further admits that in order to cnable the 
workman to meet his travelling expenses it was decided to give a monthly 
allowanc . of Rs. 125 which was later raised to Rs. 130. It denies that the 
workman had made any deposit as security as contended by him . 
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7. Ext. W7 is the copy of the resolution of the Board of Directors of 
the management dated 13-11-1968, which shows that as per resolution No. 2 
the management decided to appoint the workman as the Central Supervisor 
of Poolakkundu - Malaparamba centre with effect from 15-11-1968 . Ext. W6 
is the copy of the resolution of the Board of Directors of the management 
dated 10-11-1971 to promote the workman as Field Inspector on an 
allowance of Rs. 125 per month for a period of 6 months with effect from 
11-12-1971. Ext. W8 is the certificate given to the workman by the then 
President of the management on 7-6-1973 which shows that the workman 
was working under the management as Centre Supervisor from 15-11-1968 
to 11-12-1971 and that he was promoted as Field Inspector from 11-12-1971 
and worked in that capacity till 6-6-1973. Ext. W4 is the notice dated 
6-6-1973 enclosing the resolution of the Board of Directors and informing 
the workman that he has been retrenched from service with effect from 
31-5-1973. Ext. W5 is the resolution of the mangement enclosed in 
Ext. W4. Ext. Wi dated 30-6-1972 is a receipt for Rs. 250 is ued to the 
workman which shows that the same was received by the management as 
security. Ext. W2 is a similar receipt for Rs. 50 dated 19-9-1972. 
Ext. W3 is a receipt for Rs. 13 which shows that the same was received 
towards pr videntfund for themonth of December, 1972 and it is dated 
1-1-1973. The workman relies on the above documents to substantiate his 
case that he was an employee under the management. The management 
disputes the genuineness of Ext. W6 and W7. In his evidence Mwi stated 
that the date will be put when copies are given and since Ext. W6 and W7 
do not show the dates, the contention is that they are not genuine. WW1 
in his evidence denied the suggestion that Ext. W6 and Ext. W7. are 
concocted by him . The above documents are seen as written in the letter 
head of the management, affixed with its seal and seen as signed by the 
Secretary . It is admitted by WW1 that one Augustin was the Secretary 
at that time. The evidence of MWIis that the above person and the 
workman are friends and neighbours and WWI might have got the 
letter head in thatmanner. But there is no suggestion put to WWI to that 
effect or that he managed to get the letterhead of the management through 
Augustin and manipulated the above documents. Ext. ML is the minutes 
book of the management from 27-11-1969 to 17-8-1971. The management 
did notproduce the minutes book of 1968 or that of December 1971 in order 
to show that there was no decision taken by the Board of Directors as seen 
from Ext. W6 and W7. The workman summoned the man gement for . 
production of the reeipt books, cash books, ledgers, day books, attendance 
registers, acquittance roll and the minutes book pertaining to the period 
fron 1971 to 1973. Themanagement did not produce the same but filed 
an affid ivit stating that when in July 1974 a new onimittce was elected 
that committee was not landed over the above mentioned registers. If so 
I do not see how the management happened to produce Ext. Mi which is 
for the periods stated by me earlier. In view of the fact that Ext. W6 and 
W7 are in the letterhead of the management bearing its seal and signed by 
the then Secretary and in the absence of sufficient evidence to show that 
the above documents are concocted , it has to be held that the above exhibits 
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are genuine and are truc copies of the resolutions of the Board of Directors 
of the management taken on the respective dates. The above conclusion 
is fortified by Ext. W8, the certificate issued by the then President. There 
is no case that Ext. W8 was not issued by the then President. If really the 
workman was not working under the management as stated therein I do not 
see any reason why the President should have issued the same. That the 
workman was the employee is also seen from Ext. W1 and W2 which 
are receipts for deposit of security amount and also by Ext. W3 
showing deposit of the provident fund amount. The cash books and the 
ledgers summoned to be produced were not produced by themanagement to 
disprove the evidentiary value of the above documents . Ext. W5 is the 
resolution of the Board of Directors of the management dated 6-6-1973 
which shows that it decided to retrench the services of the workman with 
effect from 31-5-1973 due to the then existing circumstances on payment of 
the security amount of Rs. 300 provident fund amount ofRs. 232.80 and the 
salary for the month ofMay, 1973 on or before 13-11-1973. In the same 
the workman is described as Field Inspector. Ext. W4 is the notice enclosing 
Ext, W5 informing the workman that he has heen retrenched with effect 
from 37-5-1973. The above documents are also in the letter head of the 
society affixed with its seal and signed by the president. The evidence of 
MW1 shows that the signature in Ex . W5 and W8 are different and as such 
it is contended that they are not genuine . But there was no suggestion put 
to WW1 regarding the same. The signatures appearing in Ext. W4, W5 
and W8 show favourable comparison . The management did not produce 
the minutes book containing theminutes dated 30-5-1973 to show that there 
was no resolution on that date similiar to Ext. W5. In view of the above 
circumstances I do not see any reason to doubt the genuineness of Ext. W4 
and W5. In view of Ext. W1 to W8 it has to be held that the workman was 
employed under the management as contended by him . As stated by me 
earlier that the workman was working as a Field Inspector from 10-12-1971 
on a monthly allowance of Rs. 125 raised subsequently to Rs. 130 is admitted 
in the written statement of the management. The management could have 
been aware of that fact only if it had the resolution on that date with it. 
But the same has not been produced as stated carlier. Ext. Ml page 38 
shows that the workman has been appointed as Supervisor of Malaparamba 
centre and the said resolution is dated 10-11-1970. The contention is that 
he was appointed as Supervisor only on that date and not in 1968 and the 
samewas not as an employee but only as a farmer attached to the society on 
an allowance of Rs. 15 per month . The said resolution cannot take away 
the effect of Ext. W1 to W8 which show that the workman was an employee 
under the management. The dismissal of the petition for gratuity was due 
to the difference in dates and not on merits as could be seen from the docu 
ment produced but not marked. Hence that also will not advance the case 
of the management. Therefore, it has to be held that the workman was an 
employee under the management. 

8 . Ext. W5 docs not show that the retrenchment ordered was after 
complying with the mandatory provisions of section 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Ext. W5 does not show that the workman was issued ore 
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month s notice or offered one month s pay in lieu of notice. Nor does it 
show that the workman has been paid compensation as required under 
Section 25F (b ). Therefore, the retrenchment ordered as per Ext. W5 
cannot be held to be valid . In the absence of a valid retrenchment in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 25F the workman must be held to 
be an employee under the management. Therefore he is entitled to 
reinstatement with continuity of service and also backwages and other 
benefits. It is admitted by MW1 that the management is functioning . The 
issue is found accordingly . 

9. For the above reasons I pass the award holding that the retrenchment 
of the workman is not proper, valid and justifiable and that he is entitled to 
reinstatement with continuity of service, backwages and other benefits. 

10. This award will coine into force 30 days after publication of the same 
in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised , 
corrected and passed byme on the 3rd day of August 1981. 


T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode . 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the workman : 

WWI- Sri Varghese Mani. 
- Documents marked on the side of the workman : 
Ext. W1 - Cash Receipt of the Pariapuram Co-operative Milk Supply 

dated 30-6-1972 . 
Ext. W2 Do. dated 19-9-1972 . 
Ext. W3— Do. dated 1-1-1973. 
Ext. W4Letter No. E /202 /73 dated 6-6-1973 to Varghese Mani. 
Ext. 15 — Copy of the minutes of the Board of Directors at 30-5-1973. 
Ext. W6 

Do. dated 10-12-1971 . 
Ext. W7— Do. dated 13-11-1968 . 

Ext. W8— Conc uct Certificate issued by the President dated 7-9-1973 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management : 

MW1 - Sri P. Cherian . 
Documents marked on the side of the Monagement : 

Ext. Mi- Minutes Book with effect from 27-11-1969. 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 8th December 1981 . 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
G.O.Rt. No. 1195 /81/LBR .. Dated , Trivandrum , 16th September 1981. 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of Shri M.C. Jacob, Proprietor, Anna Aluminium 
Company, Kizhakkambalam P.O., Alwaye and their workmen represented 
by the President, Anna Aluminium Company Workers Union , Kizhakkam 
balam P.O., Alwaye received by Government on 1-9-1981 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) , 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday the 3rd day of August , Nineteen hundred and eighty -one ) 

Present 
Shri R.K. VENU NAYAR , B.A., B.L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 49/77 


Between 
Shri M. C. Jacob , Proprietor, Anna Aluminium Company 
Kizhakkambalam P.O., Alwaye 

And 
The President, Anna Aluminium Company Workers Union, 

Kizhakkambatam (P.O.), Alwaye . 
GA, 228 / B . 
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The Anna Aluminium Workers Union raised the Industrial dispute 
regarding the denial of employment to 21 workers shown below and in the 
absence of a settlement at conciliation stage the Government of Kerala 
referred this issue for adjudication by Order 

G.O. (Rt.) No. 
1494 /77 / LBR dated 26-11-1977 . Name of workers . 

Issue: Denial of employment to 21 workers. 1. A.T. Varghese, 
(2) T.O. Varghese , (3) P. P. Joy, (4 ) K.C. Annie, (5 ) K.T. Mary, 
(6 P.O. Devassykutty , (7) A.M. Thomas, (8 ) P. V. Pappachan , 

9 ) K.K. Mathai, ( 10 ) K.P. Poulose, (11) P.K. Chinnappan, 
(12) T.O. Mariamma, (13) K.G. Saradha, (14 ) K.G. Mohanan , 
(15 ) K.K. Sasi, (16 ) Joseph Antony. (17) M.M. Sosakutty, (18 ) Lilly 
Jacob, (19 ) T.V. George, (20) M.V. George, (21) M.P. Mathukutty. 

This company is engaged in the manufacture of Aluminium utensils and 
these workers were inducted into company s service on different dates with 
different wages. The company started functioning in 1969. 

Till August, 
1975 there was no rub with the workers and in that month they formed a 
union called Anna Aluminium Company Workers Union and it was registe 
red . The management did not like this and they took a very harsh attitude 
towards the union . The result was denial of employment to these workers 
from different dates. This unhealthy labour practice was resented to by the 
workers. They observed a protest day, They restricted this merely to the 
wearing of badges while entering for duty. In the badge they had inscribed 
that the management should be justice. At the gate the workers were 
engaged in distributing these badges to the workers on 27-1-1975 and the 
proprietor and his henchmen came there and assaulted the office bearers of 
the union. The Vice President and General Secretary were hospitalised and 
the police took a case against the proprietor on the basis of the complaint 
lodged by the union . On the basis of a false complaint given by the propri 
etor a counter case also was taken on file. That complaint contained the 
names of 11 of these 21 workers. After narration of this incident the union 
abruptly concludes the statement saying that this denial is arbitrary and is 
opposed to cannons of natural justice and is a measure of victimisation. 
This is a clear case of victimisation and unfair labour practice resorted to by 
the management because of unionisation . There was unemployment and 
they want back wages and reinstatement. 

The management starts the reply statement with a complaint that the 
reference order itself is illegal because the denial of employment to these 
persons and 6 others was the subject matter of discussions before the Concili 
ation Officer, Alwaye and when it failed the matter was heard by the District 
Collector, Ernakulam and he formulated a decision which was communi 
cated to the parties by letter dated 23-4-1976 . The management had 
reservations about this decision while they accepted it and implemented the 
same. This decisions bars further adjudication on this. 
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Then they trace the background of this dispute. This dispute arose during 
the period of emergency and the District Collector had power to intervene if 
necessary in industrial disputes to maintain industrial peace. When he gave his 
decision regarding 27 workers this dispute was before him . The management 
agreed to reinstate 16 workers in 2 batches. Out of these 16 , 6 are now 
workin ; there, and there is no dispute . 5 of the workers did not report for 
work at all . One resigned after reinstatement. The remaining 4 workers 
th Jugh reported for work abandoned their job on one ground or other. 
There were 11 other wo kers. They were involved in a criminal case and 
the District Collector had directed by his decision to reconsider their case 
after the criminal case was disposed of. In view of these facts there is no 
subsisting dispute now . 

As a background they say that this as a proprietary concern started 
manufacturing aluminium utensils in 1970 and they employed about 78 
workers excluding the casual workers. During the period of these events 
they were facing a very serious financial crisis and there was recession. The 
stock pile was worth about 12 lakhs, because of the stiff competition from 
the manufacturers located in Tamilnadu . The management wanted to 
retrench a large majority of workers to enable the unit to continue to exist. 
They had approched the Watch Dog Committee which was functioning 
at that time for permission for retrenchment. During this period three 
workers did not report for work from different dates in the month of 
September, 1975. Since they did not come for work they were informed 
that the management has taken that they have voluntarily abandoned their 
service. The dispute was taken up by the union aid when the matter 
reached a crisis the proprietor was prevented at the gate and manhandled 
at the factory gate. Because of the political affiliations of this union the 
"management did not get adequate police protection . The workers were 
chargesheeted and they ignored all these and continued their agitation. The 
labour unrest, the unsold stock and the financial position had the cumulative 
effect of paralysing the work of the unit . 

The workers involved in the criminal Cases were asked to submit 
explanation and th management appointed an enquiry officer. But due to 
the intervention of the District Collector they did not proceed further. The 
allegations raised by the workers are all wild and imaginary . The mana 
gement never resort:d to any victimisation or unfair labour practice. The 
management hasnever harrassed the workers. The workers are not entitled 
to any relief. 

There is a rejoinder filed by the workers. They say that they never 
left this dispute 10 the decision of the Collector and to their knowledge there 
was no arder empowering the District Collector to intervene in industrial 
disputes. They are not prepared to accept the decision of the District 
Collector. Since the were very particular that work was net denie i to 
workers the workers appeared for work but the management said that they 
should give their consent in writing saying that they are accepting the 
decision of the District Collector for resuming. The workers were 
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willing to do that. The continuity of employment to il workers on the 
ground that they are involved in a criminal case is not justified . This 
factory is located in a rural arna and the manngement did not like the 
formation of a union which they thought would cause disturbance in the 
establishment. The Union was formed to protect their rights. The 
workers are entitled to relief. 

WW1to WW6 are the witnesses examined on behalf of the union and their 
documents are W1 to W 31. The management witnesses are MW1 to MW4 
an their documents are Exts . MI to M152 . 

There are 21 workers interested in this issue. According to the union 
they are denied employment on different dates. It all happened in the 
month ofSeptember and October, 1975 and in the claim statement it is 
simply stated that the management denied employment to these persons from 
different dates exclusively for the reason that they formed a unlon , But all 
thes had reached a climax even before this reforce.co. The Conciliation Officer 
having filed the dispute was taken noties of by the District Collector, 
Ernakulam and at his intervention there was a decision . No whisper is 
made about this in the pleadings raised by the anion . At the Arst stage 
when themanagement said about this they have stated that eine dcoision is 
not binding on them . The issue of denial of employment to 27 persons was 
befo e the District Collector . Out of them 6 were re-omployed and this 
dispute has no bearing on their cuse . Ext.Wi is the letter containing 
the setile ent arrived at by the District Collector. The first question is 
whether this decision is binding on the management and the workers. This 
issue has to be decided in the background of the allegation raised by the 
union that this management was motivated in doing all these things because 
of their intention to victimise the workers. Did the management resort to 
these things as a measure of victimisation or unfair labour practice. The 
decision of these two points are necessary to arrlve at a conclusion in this 
matter. Ext. W1 is dated 23-4-1976. This is not a conciliation settlement, 
though the Deputy Labour Commissioner and the District Labour Officer 
were present at the conference. The conference was attended by D.S.P. 
and the Collector convened this conference in pursuance to a direction from 
the Goveruiment, and the employer and the union representatives were 
present. No dispute about these facts. It is evident that this is not a settle 
m nt. At best it can only be an award given by the District Collector. No 
law sanctifies such an award . So we are left with the larger issue i.e. the 
allegation of victimnisation and unfair labour pratice. 

Victimisation and unfair labour practice though two terms which crop 
up very often in industrial disputes has not been defined in the Industrial 
Disputes Act. The Supreme Court in a number of decisions expressed 
clearly their significance One has to go to these decisions to know 
what ex ctly these terms signify . Though it is not defined the word is very 
lucidly explained by Justice Srí Sinha in the decision reported at 1950 
(11) LLJ 175, 
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“ Victimisation means one of two things. The first is when the work 

man concerned is innocent and yet he is being punished because 
he has in some way displeased the employer, for example, by being 
an active member of an union of workmen who were acting 
prejudicially to the employer s interest. The second case is where 
an employee has committed an offence but he is given a punish 
ment quite out of proportion to the gravity of the offence, simply 
because he has incurred the displeasure of the employer in a 
similar manner as mentioned above. But where it is found that 
the employee is guilty of gross misconduct then there cannot be any 

question of victimization because it merits dismissal by itself .” 
Though the letter by the Collector Ext. Wi does not amount to an 
award it gives certain facts which led to this industrial dispute . The entire 
thing flared up with an incident on 27-10-1975 at the factory gate. So 
before this incident 27-10-1975 there sufficient grounds 
for the union to say that the denialwas consequent un the formation of 
trade union . In para 3 of the claim statement the union has stated that 
they formed a union in August, 1975 and was also registered in the same 
year and the management became enmical towards them and denied 
employme t to all these 21 workers during the months of September and 
October, 1975. This para is the basic pleadings on the basis of which a 
decision has to be given on this issue whether there was victimisation or not. 

The oral evidence adduced on behalf of union is mainly on this aspect . 
WW1 was the general secretary of the unioa and he had devoted most of 
his evidence in chief to the events that led to the Collector s decision and 
about the subsequent events. What he says in para 4 of his deposition is 
that he was instrumental in forming the union in 1975 and when the 
management came to know about this they dismissed him froin service . 
Let us devote some attention on this. Some communication is necessary to 
show that the management was appraised of the formation of the union . 
There has to be some further communication to show the period when 
employment was denied. I have perused all the 31 documents marked on 
behalf of the union and I do not find any of them to establish that before 
this alleged denial of employment the union had informed the management 
about the formation of this union . WW1 the Secretary has not stated as to 
the period when the management was appraised of the formation of the 
union . 

WW2 is a worker who was involved in a criminal case and at that 
time he was unemployed . He did not say that the union informed the 
management about the formation of the union before the alleged dismissal. 
WW3 also does not say anything. WW4 says that employment was denied 
to him on 29-10-1975 . According to him this is because of his 
union activities. WW5 also says the same thing. So the union witnesses 
WW1, 4 and 5 says that union activities prompted the management to deny 
employment. According to the managementthey have not done so. They 
would say that WW1 left employment of his own accord or rather he 
abandoned employmentwhen he was asked to refund his advance drawn 


by him . 
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Themanagement has marked Ext. M2 a letter sent to WWI. This is 
sent by registered post. The acknowledgement is marked as Ext. M2 A. 
This is dated 26-9-1975 . Para 2 reads as follows:-- 
“ You have not repaid the same even inspite of many oral requests on 

7-9-1975 you were specifically informed by us to repay the amount 
which is over due. To our surprise we note that you areabstaining 
from your duties evcrsince that date without prior intimation of 

leave or any other reason ." 
By the last para in the same letter he is threatened with legal proceed 
ings in case the amount is not paid . wwi, the General Secretary of the 
union was specifically asked about this in cross-examination . The relevant 
portion is extracted below : - 
" Amman mondonl° oomid 75-8 dº 18 031 605229mme ? 

roj m . ngroome 1000-108 auleso.n). Ognjw5plojm . അതിനു 
മുതലാളി ചോദിച്ചില്ല . രൂപ ചോദിച്ചതിനുശേഷം നിങ്ങൾ 

Mimw108 100209000103mmoct ? ( Q ). mocs . CJ931941 . ( A ). 
29-6-1975-5 .mºraja Ondºronto.2901015jme". 800 Marcom 

രൂപയുടെ കാര്യം പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുണ്ട്. 
So the case of this witness that employment was denied to him after 
formation of the union is not proved for the simple reason that no communi 
cation was sent and it is not even alleged that prior to this denial he has 
apprased the management of the formation of the union . Themanage 
ment has come forward with a definite case that some amount was due from 
him and when the management insisted on repayment he stopped going to 
the factory. This fact was brought to the notice of the worker by a regis 
tered notice. As a responsible office bearer of the union a duty was cast on 
him to sent a reply and his evidence shows that he has not denied the 
allegations contained in the letter. So even the case that employment was 
denied to.WW1 is not proved and the very fact that he bas not chosen to 
deny the averments in Ext. M2shows that therewere certain incidents and 
events which the witness has not chosen to disclose in this court which 
formed the reason for the allezed denial. The management has specifically 
stated that the worker had absented from duty without assigning any reason . 
That fact is proved by the evidence of this witness in this court. So I find 
that the union has not proved that victimisation and unfair labour practice 
was the main reason for this denial of employment. 

The pleadings and averments of witnesses on behalf of the union is 
mainly harped on the point that the management has denied employment 
to 27 persons exclusively for the reason that at some point of time they 
associated with the formation of the union . The decision of the District 
Collector contained in Ext. Wishow that all these things started with the 
denial of empluymentto 3 persons initially . Later on there was an incidenton 
27-10-1975 as a consequence of which work was denied to some persons more . 


Somehow the union has stated employment was denied to these persons on 
different dates and says it as a measure of victimisation . 

This commune 
cation is dated 23-4-1976 . The immediate reaction is contained in Ext. 112 
dated 1-5-1976 . This letter is not addressed to the District Collector . 
The facts mentioned in the letter are not denied . The complaint is only 
with regard to the decision arrived at by the District Collector. It is 
stated that the decision is not acceptable to the union . In second para of 
the same letter they say that they are prepared to work provided 
opportunity is given to them . The Collector had directed the employer in 
Ext. Wi to take back 8 of the senior most employees who are not involved 
in the criminal case with immediate effect on or bcfore 2-5-1976 without 
any backwages but with their previous servic :, and the union in the second 
para have clearly stated that 8 of the workers will report to work from 
3-5-1976 but without forfeiting their claims. So what transpired till the 
decision was made known or was arrived at as seen from this letter is that 
they have not chosen to send a reply to the Collector. The fact remains 
that in the absence of such a denial the facts narrated by the District 
Collector in Ext. W1has to be taken as correct. Hence the dispute started 
with the denial of employment of 3 persons and denial to others took place 
consequent on an incident on 27-10-1975. With the decision of Collector 
the dispute assumes a totally different turn because of the subsequent 
conduct of the workers that has to be analysed to give a decision . 

The case of 11 workers who were involved in criminal case was left 
open to be decided after the order was pronounced in the criminal 

The other 16 persons were to be taken back in 2 batches . The first 
batch was taken back on 3-5-1976 and the second batch was to be taken as 
and when vacancies arose . Out of these 16 persons 6 persons are working 
in the factory after joining duty on the basis of the decision of the 
Collector. One person died and there are only 9 persons whose case has to 
be decided here . 

The counsel for the union has submitted elaborate note of arguments 
and the concluding portion is that their case rest on the plea that there is 
unfair labour practice and victimisation . The denial of employment is 
consequent this attitude of management. That was specifically raised 
as an issue in this case , and a finding is already recorded that the union has 
not succeeded in proving this case. The correspondence produced by the 
union shows that the first batch of workers reported for work and from the 
second batch also some joined. Out of these 16 , 6 are working there. In 
the face of this it is to be upheld that the denial was not in consequence of 
an unfair labour practice or victimisation . The facts do not support this 
plea. 

It is about 6 years since this incident. The industry would have under 
gone a number of changes , and it will not be proper at this stage to tell the 
management to take them back at this point of time. The Collector s 
report mentions about the preparedness of the management to pay 
compensation and I think , that is something which can be ordered in this 


case . 


case . In view of this the management is to pay compensation at the rate 
of one month s wages for each completed year of service to these 20 workers. 
The union is to be paid costs of Rs. 1000. No payment to anybody on 
behalf of deceased T.V. George. 

I pass this award as stated above. 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 

Industrial Tribunal. 


Calicut. 


Appendix in I.D. 49/77 
Witnesses examined on the side of Workers : 

WW1 A.T. Varghes 
WW2 T.O. Varghes 
WW3 K.K. Mathai 
WW4 Joseph Antony 
WW5 K.K. Sasi. 

WW6 P.K. Chinnappan . 
Witnesses examined on the side of Management: 

MW1 P.N. Nadesan 
MW2 M.V. Varghes 
MW3 C. J. Poulose 

MW4 M.C. Jacob 
Exts . marked on the side of Workers : 

Wi Decision of the District Collector dated 23-4-1976 . 
W2 Copy of letter dated 1-5-1976 addressed to the Managementwith 

copy to District Labour Officer and District Collector. 
W3 Postal acknowledgement (2 in number ) of the letter dated 

1-5-1976 . 
W4 Do. 

do . 
W5 Copy of letter dated 1-5-1976 addressed to Hon ble Minister 

for Labour and its postal acknowledgement. 
W6 Copy of letter dated 1-5-1976 addressed to Labour Commissioner, 

Trivandrum with copy to Hon ble Minister for Labour. 
W7 Letter dated 30-4-1976 from the Management addressed to the 

Secretary of the Union asking him to arrange 8 workers to 

join duty on 3-5-1976 . 
W8 Letter dated 27-4-1976 from the Management addressed to Sri 

P.K. Chinnappan asking him to report for duty on 2-5-1976 . 
W9 Copies of letters dated 1-5-1976 sent by 5 workers addressed to the 

Management with copy to D.L.O., District Collector and 

Union . 
W10 Copies of letter dated 4-5-1976 sent by 5 workers to the Manage 

ment with copies to District Collector, D.L.O., S.I. 
Kunnathunadu and Union . 
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wii . Copy of letter dated 14-5-1976 : ent as reply to Management 

letter dated 5-5-1976 and the certificate of posting of the case. 
W12. Letter dated 30th May, 8th June and 11th June 1977 addressed 

to T.O. Mariamma, Lilly Jacob and K.K. Sasi respectively 

asking them to report for duty . 
W13 . Copies of letter dated 3-6-1977 , 11-6-1977 and 14-6-1977 sent 

by the above three workers to the union . 
W14 . Copy of replies to the letter dated 21-7-1977 from the office of 

the Dist. Collector, Ernakulam (Nos. 2 ) 
W15 . Certified copy of judgment in C. 328 of 1976 before the 

Judicial 1st Class Magistrate, Perumbavoor. 
W16 . Notice No. B -7627 /76 dated 9-9-1976 from D.L. C. Ernakulam . 
W17 . Phonogram received from D.L.C. Ernakulam . 
W18 . File No. B 7902/75 before D.L.O. Alwaye. 
W19 . Letter from C. J. Poulose dated 9-10-1976 . 
W20. Letter dated 26-9-1975 given to A. T. Varghese . 
W21 . Statement of Anna Aluminium Company dated 17-5-1975 . 
W22 . Deshabhimani daily dated 17-5-1971. 
W23. Judgment in O.S.No. 340/76 in the Court of the Munsilt, 

Perumbavoor. 
W24 . Decree in O. S. No. 340/76 in the Court of the Munsiff, 

Perumbavoor. 
W25. Copy of application sent for the Registration of the Union . 
W26 . Copy of the Byelaws of the Union . 
W27 . Postal acknowledgment received from the Registrar of Trade 

Unions. 
W28 . Photostat copy of certificate of Registration of the union . 
W29 . 

Letters received from N. P. Rachal and V. Y.Mariakutty dated 

series (2 in ) 7-6-1977 and 10-6-1977. 
W30 . Socialist Nadam daily dated 27-10-1975. 

W31. Copy of letter to the union from T. G. George dated 15-6-1977 . 
Exts. marked on the side of the Management : 

MI. Letter dated 5-5-1976 of Anna Aluminium Company 
M2 . Letter dated 26-9-1975 of Anna Aluminium Company. 
M3. Notice published by K. O. Jose and 8 others Kizakkambalam 
M4. Notice Sd . by the President, K. O. Josc . 
M5 . Notice dated 26-9-1976 . 
M6 . 

Specimen shuw cause notice dated 3-11-1975 . 
M7. Postal acknowledgement card dated 30-4-1976 . 
M8. 

Do. 

dated 29-4-1976 . 
M9. 

Do. 

dated 1-5-1976 . 
MIO . Letter dated 27-4-1976 addres ed to the District Labour Officer, 

Alwaye. 
Mil. Letter dated 4-5-1976 

do . 

Ernakulam 
M12 . Letter No. A /AL /80 /76 of Anna Aluminium Company. 
M13. Letter dated 30-5-1977 to T. 0.Mariamma. 
M14 . 

Do. 

22-11-1975 to T. 0. Mariamma. 
GA. 228 ) 
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M15 . Letter dated 3-11-1977 to T. O.Mariamma. 
M16 . Do. 11-6-1977 from Anna Aluminium Company to 

Mr. T. V. George 
M17 . Do. 6-12-1975 

do . 

do . 
M18 . Do. 18-11-1975 

do. 

do . 
M19 . Do. 3-5-1976 from P. K. Chinnappan to the Manager, 

Anna Aluminium Company . 
M20 . Do. 5-5-1976 to P. K. Chinnappan . 
M21. Do. 18-11-1975 to P. K. Chinnappan . 
M22 . 

Do. 

18-11-1975 to K. P. Poulose. 
M23 . 

Do. 

10-11-1975 to K. P. Poulose . 
M24 . Do. 18-10-1975 to K. K.Mathew 
M25 . Do. 10-11-1975 do. 
M26 . Do. - 17-5-1976 to the union . 
M27 . Do. 10-11-1975 to A. T. Varghese. 
M28 . 

Do. Letter from P. P. Anna Kunju . 
M29 . Do. 3-11-1975 to P. P. Anna Kunju . 
M30 . 

Do. 6-12-1975 to M. K. Chandran . 
M31 . Do. 18-11-1975 

do . 
M32 

Do. 3-11-1975 to Smt. M.M. Soshakutty. 
M33 . Do. 18-10-1975 to M.M. Soshakutty . 
M34 . Do. 12-11-1975 to M.M. Soshakutty . 
M35 . Do. 6-12-1975 to Smt. K. C. Lilly. 
M36 . 

Do. 18-11-1975 10 K. C. Lilly. 
M37 . Do. 1-6-1976 to the Proprietor, Anna Aluminiura 

Company. 
M38 . Notice dated 13-10-1975 to P. O. Devassykutty . 
M39. Letter dated 13-10-1975 to K. T.Mary. 
M40 . Do. 13-10-1975 to Smt. K. C. Annie . 
M41 . Do. 3-11-1975 to Smt. K. C. Annie. 
M42 . Do. 30-4-1976 to the Manager, Anna Aluminium 

Company from M.P. Matbukutty . 
M43 . Do. 23-10-1976 to M. P. Mathukutty . 
M44 . Do. 18-11-1975 to K.K. Sasi. 
M45 . Do. 6-12-1975 . 
M46 . Do. 11-6-1977. 
M47 . Do. 10-11-1975 . 
M48 . - Do. 14-9-1975 . 
M49 . Do. 10-11-1975 
M50 . Do. 25-5-1976 from Joseph Antony. 
M51. Do. 11-5-1976 from Joseph Antony: 
M52 Letter from Joseph Antony to Anna Aluminium Company 

dated 4-5-1976 . 
M53 . 

Do. 

Anna Aluminium Co. dated 18-10-1975 . 
M54 . Do. 10-11-1975 to T. O. Varghese . 
M55 Do. 10-11-1975 to M.M. Thomas. 
M56 . Do. dated 4-5 . 1976 to Anna Aluminium Company from 

K. G. Mohan . 
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M57 . Letter dated 18-5-1976 to K.G.Mohan from Anna Aluminium 

Compay. 
M58 

Do. 27-4-1976 to K. G. Mohan do 
M59 . Do. 

6-12-1975 do . 
M60 . 

Do. 18-11-1975 do . 
M61 , Do. 10-5-1976 to K. G. Sarada . 
M62 . Do. 3-5-1976 from K.G. Sarada to Anna Aluminium Co. 
M63 . Do. 27-4-1976 to K.G. Sarada 

do . 
M64 . Do. 27-4-1976 do . 
M65 . Do. 22-11-1975 to K. G. Srada to Anna Aluminium Co. 
M66 . Do. 3-11-1975 do . 

do . 
M67 . 

Do. 17-6-1976 to O.N. George. 
M68 . 

Do. 10-11-1975 do . 
M69 . Do. 3-11-1975 do . 
M70 . Do. 22-11-1975 to Smt. N. P. Raichel . 
M 71. Do. 

3-6-1977 to N. P. Raichel from Anna Aluminium 

Company 
M 72 . Do. 10-11-1975 to Smt N. P. Raichel. 
M 73 , Do 18-10-1975 to Smt. N. P. Raichel from Anna 

Aluminium Company. 
M 74 Do. 27-10-1975 to N. P. Raichal. 
M 75 . Do. 22-11-1975 to V. Y. Mary kutty . 
M 76 . 

Do. 

10-11-1975 do. 
M 77 . Do. 27-10-1975 do . 
M 78. " Letter No. 1 & 2 to V. Y. Marykutty dated 18-10-1975. 
M 79 . Do. 7-11-1975 to N.M. Pathrose . 
M 80 . Do. 27-4-1976 to K. J. Jose . 
M 81 . 

Do. 6-12-1975 

do . 
M 82 . 

Do. 18-11-1975 do . 
M 83 . Do. 18-11-1975 to P. U. Pappachan . 
M 84 . 

27-11-1975 do . 
M 85 . 

Do. 

18-11-1975 do . 
M 86. Notice published 30-10-1975 by Kizhakkambalam Congress 

Committee . 
M 87. Copy of letter 5-5-1976 to the General Secretary , Anna 

. Aluminium Company Workers Union. 
M 88. Copy of letter dated 6-11-1975 to Anna Aluminium Company 

Workers Union from the President, Anna 

Aluminium Company. 
M 89 Do. 24-10-1975 from the General Secretary, Anna 

Aluminium Company Workers Union . 
M 90 . Do. 28-5-1976 from Anna Aluminium Company 

Workers Union . 
M 91. Letter dated 3-10-1976 from Joseph Antony. 
M 92 . 

Do. 3-5-1976 do . 
M 93 . Lease application 4-5-1976 from Joseph Antony. 
M 94 . Letter dated 6-11-1975 from M.M. Sosakutty. 


Do. 
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M 95. Letter dated 27-10-1975 from M.M. Sosakutty . 
M 96 . Do. 28-10-1975 from Anna Aluminium Company . 
M 97 . Do. 10-11-1975 from M.M. Sosakutty. 
M 98 . Do. 

12-5-1976 from P. K. Chinnappan . 
M 99 . Do. 

27-11-1975 from Joseph Antony 
M100 . 

Do. 4-5-1976 from P. K. Chinnan . 
M101. Do. Nil from Annic , K. C. 
M102 . Do. 3-10-1975 from Anna Aluminium Company. 
M103 . 

4-5-1976 from M. V. George. 
M104 . Do. 6-11-1975 from K. C. Annic . 
M105 . Do. 6-11-1975 to the Management from 

K. K.Mathai. 
M106 . 

Do. 

6-11-1975 from Devassy Kutty to the Manage 

ment . 
M107. Do. 6-11-1975 from Joy P. D. to the Management. 
M108 . Do. 6-11-1975 from K. T. Mary to the Management. 
M109. Do. 6-11-1975 from K. P. Poulose to the Manage 

ment. 
M110 . 

Do. 6-11-1975 from A. M. Thomas. 
M111 . Do. 7-11-1975 from T. O. Var 
M112 Do. 13-11-1975 from N P. Raichel to the Manage 

ment. 
M113 . Do. 13-11-1975 from K. G. Sarada to the Manage 

ment. 
M114 . Do. 21-11-1975 from T. V.George to Management. 
MI15 . Do. 21-11-1975 from Lilly Joseph to the Management. 
M116 . Do. 21-11-1975 from P. Ú . Pappachan to the Manage 

ment: 
M117 . Do. 29-11-1975 from P. U. Pappachan . 
M118 . Do. 15-10-1975 to P. P. Anna Kunju from Anna 

Aluminium Company 
M119 . Do. 13-4-1976 to U. V. Joseph from Anna Aluminium 

Company 
M120 . Do. 30-5-1977 to N. K. Chandran . 
M121. Do. 3-11-1975 fro n M.M. Sosakutty . 
M122 . Do. 3-5-1976 from M. V.George to the Management. 
M123 . 

Do 3-10-1975 to the Proprietur , Anna Alurninium 

Company from P. O. Devassy Kutty . 
M124 . Do. 13-10-1975 to P. O. Devassy kutty from the 

Management. 
M125 . Do. 10-11-1975 to P. O. Devassy Kutiy from the 

Management. 
M126 . Do. 27-4-1976 to M. V. Joseph from the Manage 

ment. 
M127 . 

Nil to Anna Aluminium Company from 

K. G. Sarada. 
M128 . Do. 15-6-1979 to Anna Aluminium Company from 

Smt. M. P. Raichal. 


Do. 


13 


Do. 


M129 . Letter dated 15-6-1977 to Anna Aluminium Company from 

V. Y. Mariakutty . 
M130 . Do. 8-6-1977 to V. Ý . Mariakutty from Anna 

Aluminium Company. 
M131 . Do. 17-10-1975 to Anna Aluminium Company from 

N. M. Pathrose . 
M132 . Do. 3-5-1976 to Anna Aluminium Company from 

K.O. Jose. 
M133 . Do. 3-11-1975 to Eravi Narayanan Kartha from the 

Management. 
M134 . Do. 18-10-1975 to the Management from Erayi 

Narayanan Kartha. 
M135 . Do. 27-4-1975 to N. A. Mary from Anna Aluminium 

Company . 
M136 . 

Do. 

6-12-1975 do . do . 
M137 . Do. 20-11-1975 do . do . 
M138 . Notice published in Notice board dated 26-9-1976. 
M139 . 

by the Secretary of the Union dated Nil. 
M140 . Do. by Anna Aluminium Company dated 29-10-1975 . 
M141. Do. by the workers of the Company dated 5-6-1976 . 
M142 . Copy of letter dated 6-11-1975 from T. Varghese . 
M143. Letter dated 4-5-1976 from K. G.Mohan . 
M144 . Leave application from K. G.Mohan dated 5-5-1976. 
M145 . Show cause Notice issued to Eravi Narayanan Kartha etc. 
M146 . Registered cover returned addressed to M. V.George. 
M147 . D .. to M. P. Mathukutty . 
M148 . Letter dated 12-11-1975 to the District Labour Officer, 

Alwaye. 
M149 . 

23-4-1976 from the District Collector, Ernakulam 

to the Management. 
M150 ., Specimen letter dated 27-4-1976 issued to P. K. Chinnappan , 

K. G. Sarada , K. G.Mohan , Joseph Antony. 
M151. Postal acknowledgement card (Sd.) by Joseph Antony 

dated 29-4-1976 . 
M152 . Certified copy of Judgement by the Court of Judicial 

Magistrate , Alwaye. 


Da. 
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Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 8th December 1981. 
PART I 


Section i 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Law (Legislation -Publication ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 1470 /Leg . Pbn . 2/81/Law . Dated, Trivandrum , 31st January, 1981. 

The following Act of Parliament, published in a Gazette of India 
Extraordinary , Part II, Section 1, dated the 4th December, 1980 is hereby 
republished for general information . The Bill as passed by the House of 
Parliament received the assent of the President on the 3rd December, 1980 . 

By order of the Governor, 
K. VISWANATHAN NAIR , 

Special Secretary (Law ) . 
THE MICA MINES LABOUR WELFARE FUND 

(AMENDMENT) ACT, 1980 

(51 of 1980) 

AN 

ACT 
further to amend the Mic Mines Labour Welfare Fund Act, 1916 

BE it enacted by Parliament in the Thirty -first Year of the Republic of 
India as follows: 

1. Short title. This Act may be called the Mica Mines Labour Welfare 
Fund (Amendment) Act, 1980 . 

2 Amendment of section 6. - In section 6 of the Mica Mines Labour 
Welfare Fund Act, 1946 (22 of 1946 ), after subsection (2), the following 
subsection shall be inserted, namely : 

" (3 ) Every rule made by the Central Government under this Act 
shall be laid , as soon as may be after it is made, before each House of 
Parliament, while it is in session , for a total period of thirty days which 
may be comprised in one session or in two or more successive sessions, 
and if, before the expiry of the session immediately following the session 
or the successive sessions aforesaid , both Houses agree in making any 
modification in the rule or both Houses agree thatthe rule should not be 
made, the rule shall thereafter have effect only in such modified form 
or be of no effect, as the case may be; so , however, that any such modi 
fication or annulment shall be without prejudice to the validity of any 

thing previously done under that rule." . 
G. 214 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 8th December 1981 , . 
PARTI 

Section 
കരള സർക്കാർ 
നിയമ ( നിയമ നിർമ്മാണം- എ ) വകുപ്പ് 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 
നമ്പർ 12615 ലെജ° ( എ ) 2/ 81 / ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1981 ആഗസ്ററ് 24 

1903 ഭാദം 2 . 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെതാഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊതുജനങ്ങ 
ളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ ( പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . നിയമസഭ പാസ്സാ 
ക്കിയ ഉപകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1981 ആഗസ്റ്റ് 22 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ 
അനുമതി ലഭിച്ചു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ . വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 

സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി (നിയമം). 
(1981 - ലെ 22 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 
1981 - ലെ കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ (3 -ാം നമ്പർ) ആക്ററ് 
1981-82 സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിലെ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കു വേണ്ടി കരള 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്നും ചില കൂടുതൽ തുകകൾ 

നൽകു 
ന്നതിനും വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്ന ആക്ററ്. 

പീഠിക --1981-82- ലെ സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിലെ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കു 
വേണ്ടി കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽനിന്നും 

ചില കൂടുതൽ 
തുകകൾ നൽകുന്നതിനും വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടത് 
ആവശ്യമായിരിക്കുകയാൽ ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പത്തിരണ്ടാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപറ യും 
( പകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 
1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര്. --- ഈ ആക 

ക °റ്ററിന് 1981- ലെ കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ 
( 3- Oം നമ്പർ) ആക്ററ് എന്ന പേർ പറയാം. 

1 2. 1981-82 സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തേയ്ക്ക് കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത 
നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും 8,89,06,200 രൂപ നൽകൽ.- പട്ടികിയിലെ (2) -ാം 
കളളിയിൽ (പ്രത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ള സർവ്വീസുകളും ആവശ്യങ്ങളും സംബ 
ന്ധിച്ച് 1981-82 സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിൽ കൂടുതൽ തുകകൾ നൽകുന്ന 
തിനിടയിൽ വരുന്ന നിരവധി ചെലവുകൾ നേരിടുന്നതിന് പട്ടിക 3 -ാം കളളി 
യിൽ (പ്രത്യേകം പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള എട്ടുകോടി എൺപത്തിഒൻപതു ലക്ഷത്തിആറാ 
യിരത്തി ഇരുന്നൂറ്രൂപ മൊത്തം വരുന്ന സംഖ്യയിൽ കവിയാത്ത തുക കേരള 
സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ നിന്നും നൽകുകയും വിനിയോഗിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണ്. 

3. ധനവിനിയോഗം -ഈ ആക്റ്ററുമൂലം കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത 
നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും നൽകുന്നതിനും, വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും അധികാര 
പ്പെടുത്തിയിരിക്കുന്നതുകകൾ , പട്ടികയിൽ പ്രസ്തുത് വർഷത്തേയ്ക്കായി 
(പത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ള സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കുംവേണ്ടി വിനി 
യോഗിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
G , 1797 


( 2-• 3 -ം വകുപ്പുകൾ ) നോക്കുക 


കവിയാത്ത തുകകൾ 


ഡിമാൻറ 
നമ്പർ 


സർവ്വീസുകളും 
ആവശ്യങ്ങളും 


നിയമസഭ 
വാട്ടു ചെയ്തത 


സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ 

ആകെ 
ചാർജ്ജ് മയതത 


രൂപ് 


രൂപ 


രുപ് 


( 3) 


(4) 


54,500 
1,00,200 
16,71,300 


54,500 
1,00,200 
16,71 300 


(1) 

(2 ) 
II സംസ്ഥാന തലവൻമാരും മന്ത്രിമാരും 
ആസ്ഥാന ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻമാരും 

റവന 
III നീതിന്യായ നിർവ്വഹണം 

റവന 
IV തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പുകൾ 

റവന 
v കാർഷികാദായനികുതിയും വിൽപ്പന 
നികുതിയും 

റവന 
VIII എ ക്സൈസ് 

റവന്യ 
IX വാഹന നികുതികൾ 

റവന 
X (ട്രഷറിയും കണക്കുകളും 

റവന 
XI ജില്ലാ ഭരണവും പലവക 

თ ოჯა 
XII പോലീസ് 

റവന 
XIII ജയിലുകൾ 

റവന്യ 
XV പൊതുമരാമത്തുകൾ 

റവന 

മൂലധന . 
XVI പെൻഷനും പലവകയും 

റവന 
Xv] I വിദ്യാഭ്യാസം, കലയും 

:റവന 
സംസ്ക്കാരവും 

മൂലധനം 
XVIII മെഡിക്കൽ 

മൂലധനം 
XXII ഭവന നിർമ്മാണം 

റവന്യ 
മൂലധനം 


1,70,800 


100 
100 
100 

200 
19,37,800 

200 
100 
300 
300 

500 
3,13,600 

100 
200 
100 
200 


::::::::: 


100 
100 
100 

200 
19,37,300 
1,71,000 

100 
300 
300 

500 
3,13,600 

100 
201 
100 
200 


98,000 

- 100 
2,00,200 

100 


98,000 . 

100 . 
2,00,200 

100 


1,60,800 


XXIII നഗരവികസനം 

റവന 

മൂലധനം 
XXv തൊഴിലാളികളും തൊഴിലും 

റവന്യ 
XXVI ഹരിജനക്ഷേമം ഉൾപ്പെടെയുളള 

റവന 
സാമൂഹ്യക്ഷേമം 
XXVII 10 . 

റവന 
XXVIII സഹകരണം 

റവന്യൂ 

മൂലധനം 
XXIX പലവക സാമ്പത്തിക സർവ്വീസുകൾ മൂലധനം 
XXX കഷി 

റവന്യൂ 

മൂലധനം 
XXXI ഭക്ഷ്യം 

മൂലധനം 
XXXII മംഗസംരക്ഷ ണം 

റവന്യൂ 
XXXIV ഫിഷറീസ 

റവന്യൂ 

മൂലധനം 
. XXXV വനം 

റവന 
XXXVII വ്യവസായം 

റവന 

മൂലധനം 
XXXVIII ജലസേചനം 

റവന 

മൂലധനം 
XLI ഗതാഗതം 

മൂലധനം 
XLV പലവക വായ്പകളും മുൻകൂറുകളും മൂലധനം 


1,60,800 
5,58,50,100 

20,00,100 
59,65,000 
3,25,100 

| 200 
- 100 
- 100 


5,58,50,100 

20,00,100 
59,65,000 
3,25,100 

200 
100 
100 
100 
100 
600 
200 
100 

200 

- 500 
2,00,00,000 

10,000 


43,600 


43,700 


100 
600 
200 
100 


200 


500 
2,00,00,000 

10,000 


ആകെ 


8,85,31,00 


3,75,200 


8,89,06,200 


( ശരിത്തർജ്ജമ) 


പി , ജഗദമ്മ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹെഡ് ടാൻസ്സററർ.. 
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Section iii 


കരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ നിർമ്മാണ - എ ) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 18702 ലെജ° എ 1/ 80/ ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1981 ജനുവരി 16/ 

1902 പൗഷം 26. 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെ താഴെപറയുന്ന 

ആക്റ 

പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ 
അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ (പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . നിയമസഭ പാസാക്കിയ 
. ( പകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1981 ജനുവരി 15-ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ അനുമതി 
ലഭിച്ചു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

എം , ഹമീദ് ഹസ്സൻ, 
അഡീഷണൽ ലാ സെക്രട്ടറി, 


1981 - ലെ 8 -ാം ആക്റ 


1980- ലെ കാണക്കുടിയായ്മ നിറുത്തലാക്കൽ ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക്റ 
1976- ലെ കാണക്കുടിയായ്മ നിറുത്തലാക്കൽ ആക്റ്.വീണ്ടും 

ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള ഒരു ആക്റ് 
പീഠിക . ഇതിനുശേഷം പറയുന്ന ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി 

1976- ലെ 
കാണക്കുടിയായ്മ നിറുത്തലാക്കൽ ആക്ററ് വീണ്ടും ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നത് 
യുക്തമായിരിക്കയാൽ ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻറിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പത്തിഒന്നാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയു , 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു . 
1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും, ( പാരംഭവും:-(1) ഈ ആക്ററിം 

1980 - ലെ 
കാണക്കുടിയായ്മ നിറുത്തലാക്കൽ ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക"ററ ” എന്നു പേർ പറയാം 

(2 ) ഇത് 1970 ജനുവരി 1 -ാം തീയതി മുതൽ പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വന്ന 
തായി കണക്കാക്കണ്ടതാണ്. 

2. 15-ാം വകുപ്പിന്റെ ഭേദഗതി. - 1976- ലെ കാണക്കുടിയായ്മ നിറുത്ത 
ലാക്കൽ ആക്ററ് (1976- ലെ 16 ) (ഇതിനുശേഷം പ്രധാന ആക റ ” എന്നാ 
യിരിക്കും പരാമർശിക്കപ്പെടുക) 15 -ാം 

വകുപ്പ് (2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ 
"1979 എന്ന അക്കങ്ങൾക്കുപകരം , *1981 എന്ന അക്ക ൾ പേർക്കേണ്ട 
താണ്. 
G , 1703 


3. റദ്ദാക്കലും 

ഒഴിവാക്കലും:-(1) 1980 - ലെ കാണക്കുടിയായ്മ 
നിറുത്തലാക്കൽ ( ഭേദഗതി) ഓർഡിനൻസ് (1980 - ലെ !1 ) ഇതിനാൽ റദ °ദാക്കി 
യിരിക്കുന്നു . 
(2 ) അങ്ങനെ റദ്ദാക്കിയിരുന്നാൽ പോലും മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ 

ഓർഡി 
നൻസുമൂലം ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്ത പ്രകാരമുളള 

( പധാന 

ആക്° റവുപകാരം 
ചെയ്തഎന്തെങ്കിലുമോഎടുത്ത ഏതെങ്കിലും നടപടിയോ ഈ ആക്റമൂലം 
ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്ത പ്രകാരമുളള ( പധാന ആക° ററ്(പകാരം ചെയ്തതോ 
എടുത്തതോആയി കണക്കാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 


( ശരിത്തർജ്ജമ) 


പി , ജഗദമ്മ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹൈഡ് (ട്രാൻസ്ലേററർ , 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 58958/B1/81/RD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 19th October 1981. 
S.R.O. No. 142481.--Under subsection (1) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of 
Kerala hereby withdraw from the acquisition of land mentioned in the 
schedule hereto annexed in respect of which notification No. G. 10575/78 
dated the 5th January, 1979 under subsection ( 1) of section 3 of the said Act 
has been published at page 891 of Part III of the Kerala Gazette 
dated the 20th March , 1979 . 


SCHEDULE 

District - Cannanore. 
Taluk - Cannanore . 

Village & Desom - Mattool 
Survey No.-R. S. 107/1Pt 

Classification - Garden 
Extent - 0.0405 hectare 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not a part of notification , but is intended to indicate the 
general purport). 

There is a proposal to acquire 0.0405 Hectare of land in R. S. No. 107/1 
(Pt.) of Mattool Amsom Desom in Cannanore Taluk for shifting the 
Rudikidappu of Smt. Kovummal Nabeessu on allowing the application 
under section 75 (3 ) of the KLR Act 1963, filed by Smt Mannan 
kadiyan Kunhayissu of Mattool. Now the applicant has filed petition 
before the Revenue Divisional Officer, Tellicherry on 13-5-1981 stating that 
she may be permitted to withdraw her original application . Her request 
was submitted to the Government with report. Now the Government as 
per order No. 44475/ T1:81/RD dated 3-7-1981 have allowed the request of 
the applicant It is therefore necessary to withdraw from the above 
acquisition The notification intended to achieve the object. 
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എസ്. ആർ. ഒ . നമ്പർ 1424 /81- 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ 
ആക്ററ് (1962 - ലെ 21 -ാം ആക്ററ്) 52-ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം 

ഉപവകുപ്പു 
പ്രകാരം കര ള സർക്കാർ ഇതോടുകൂടി ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള 

പട്ടികയിൽ 
പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ളതും അതു സംബന്ധിച്ച വിജ്ഞാപനം പ്രസ്തുത 
3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം, 1979 മാർച്ച് 20-ാം തീയതിയിലെ 
കേരളാ ഗസറം 3 -ാം ഭാഗത്തെ 89 -ാം പേജിൽ 1979 ജനുവരി 5 -ാം തീയതി 
യിലെ ജി . 10575/78 എന്ന നമ്പരിൽ (പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതുമായ 
സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 


ആക്റം 


പട്ടിക 


വില്ലേജ - മാട്ടൂൽ 

ദേശം -- മാട്ടൂൽ 


ജില്ല കണ്ണൂർ. 
താലൂക്ക്- കണ്ണൂർ. 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 

റീ സർവ്വേ 107/1 ഭാഗം 
വിവരണം - തോട്ടം 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 0.0405 ഹെക്ടാർ 


അം ശം 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ 
( ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതുമ ° ദേശം സൂചിപ്പി 
ക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്.) 

മാട്ടൂൽ അംശം ദേശത്തിൽ ( ശീമതി കൊമ്പുമ്മൽ നബീസു എന്നവരുടെ 
കുടികിടപ്പുമാററാൻ ടി അംശം ദേശത്തിൽ മണ്ണാൻ കുടിയ ൽ 

കുഞ്ഞി 
അയിസ്സു എന്നവർ കേരള ഭൂപരിഷ്ക്കരണ നിയമം 75 ( 3) വകുപ്പ് 
പകാരം സമർപ്പിച്ച അപേക്ഷ അനുവദിച്ചതിന് തുടർന്ന് മാട്ടൂൽ 
ദേശം റി . സർവ്വേ 107/1 - ൽ (ഭാഗം) ഉളള 0.0405 ഹെക്ടർ സ്ഥലം 
? പാന്നും വിലയ്ക്കെട ക്കുന്നതിന് ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുണ്ട്. 

എന്നാൽ ഹർജി 
ക്കാരി 3-5-1981 - ന് കുടികിടപ്പ് മാററാനുളള ഹർജി 

പിൻവലിക്കാനുളള 
അനുവാദത്തിനായി അപേക്ഷിക്കുകയും (പസ്തുത അപേക്ഷ ഗവൺമെ 
ൻറിലേക്ക് സമർപ്പിക്കുകയും ചെയ്തു . ഗവൺമെൻറ് 3-7-1981 - ൻറ 
44475] ടി 1 |81 |ആർഡി ആർഡർ ( പകാരം 13-5-1981- ൻറ ഹർജിക്കാരി 
യുടെഅപേക്ഷ സ്വീകരിച്ച് മേൽനടപടി വേണ്ടെന്ന് വച്ചിരിക്കുന്നു . 
സാഹചര്യത്തിൽ മേൽ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പിൽ നിന്നും പിൻവാങ്ങേണ്ടതാണ്. മേൽ 
പറഞ്ഞ ആവശ്യം നിറവേററുന്നതിന് വേണ്ടിയുള്ളതാണ് ഈ പരസ്യ9. 

By order of the Governor , 

LIzzIE JACOB, 
Additional Secretary . 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Housing ( J) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. Rt. No. 366 /81/Housing. Dated, Trivandrum , 27th October 1981 

S. R. O. No. 1425/81.-- Under subsection ( 1) of section 52 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of Kerala hereby 
withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the schedule 
hereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings were 
initiated by the Special Tahsildar for Land Acquisition , Tellicherry by the 
issue of Notification No. B. 1854/80 dated the 23rd January , 1981 under 
subsection (1) of section 3 of the said Act published in the Calicut, 
Kottayam and Cochin Editions of the Malayala Manorama daily dated the 
3rd February, 1981 and in the Calicut Edition of the Mathrubhumi daily 
dated the 5th February, 1981 and in the Cochin and Trivandrum Editions 
of the Mathrubhumi daily dated the 6th February, 1981. 


Village- Payyannur . 
Desom -- Kokkanisseri 


SCHEDULE 
District - Cannanore . 
Taluk - Taliparamba. 
Sy. No.-R. S. 15 / 2AIB portion 
Description - R . O. D. 
Extent - 1.0846 hectares . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate its 
general purport), 

In 1980, The Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) Tellichery had 
initiated acquisition proceedings in the land mentioned in the schedule 
above given for Payyannur Housing Accommodation Scheme of the 
Kerala State Housing Board . The Kerala State Housing Board in its 
meeting held on 13th August , 1981 resolved to drop the proposal for 
acquisition of the said land and the Secretary, Kerala State Housing Board , 
has accordingly requested to withdraw from the land acquisition proceed 
ings . This notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 
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എസ്,ആർ, ക, നമ്പർ. 1425/81. - 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്” ആക്റ്ററ 
(1962- ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വലുപ്പ്" (I) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം സർക്കാർ ഇതോടു 
ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 1981 ഫെബ്രുവരി 3 -ാം തീയ 
തിയിലെ മലയാള മനോരമ ദിനപ്പത്രത്തിന്റെ കോഴിക്കോടും, കോട്ടയവും, 
കൊച്ചിയും എഡിഷനുകളിലും 1981 ഫെബ്രുവരി 5 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 
മാതൃഭൂമിദിനപ്പത്രത്തിന്റെ കോഴിക്കോട് എഡിഷനിലും, 1981 ഫെബ്രുവരി 
6 -ാം തീയതിയി ലെ മാതൃഭൂമി ദിനപ്പത്രത്തിൻറ കൊച്ചിയും, തിരുവനന്ത 
പുരവും എഡിഷനുകളിലും പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതും, പ്രസ്തുത 
ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള 1981 ജനുവരി 
23 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ബി .1854/ 80 -ാം നവവർ വിജ്ഞാപനംമൂലം തലശ്ശേരി 
ലാൻറ് അക്വിസൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹസീൽദാർ ഡ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ 
ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ 
പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല -കണ്ണൂർ 

വില്ലേജ് പയ്യന്നൂർ 
താലൂക്ക്-തളിപ്പറമ്പ് 

ദേശം - കൊക്കനിശ്ശേരി 
സർവ്വ നമ്പർ - ആർ. എസ്. 15/2 എ 1 ബി 
വിവരണം - ആർ. ഒ , ഡി . 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം-1.0846 ഹെക്ടർ 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ അതിന്റെ പൊതു ഉദ ° ദേശം 
വ്യക്തമാക്കുന്നതിനു ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാകുന്നു .) 

കരള സംസ്ഥാനഭവന നിർമ്മാണ ബോർഡിൻറ പയ്യന്നൂരിലുളള വന 
നിർമ്മാണപദ്ധതിക്കുവേണ്ടി 

മുകളിൽ പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി 
വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള നടപടികൾ 1980 - ൽ തലശ്ശേരി ( ലാൻറ് അക്വി 
സിഷൻ) സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹസീൽദാർ ആരംഭിച്ചു . കേരള സംസ്ഥാന വന 
നിർമ്മാണ ബോർഡ് 1981 ആഗസ്ററ് 13 -ാം തീയതി കൂടിയ മീററിംഗിൽ 
(പസ്തുതഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള നടപടി നിറുത്തി വയ്ക്കാൻ 
തീരുമാനിക്കുകയും, അതിൻ പ്രകാരം കേരള സംസ്ഥാന ഭവന നിർമ്മാണ 
ബോർഡ് സെകട്ടറി ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള നടപടികളിൽനിന്നും 
പിൻവാങ്ങാൻ ആവശ്യപ്പെടുകയും ചെയ്തു . മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ ഉദ്ദേശം സാധിക്കു 
ന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിയുള്ളതാണ് ഈ വിജ്ഞാപനം. 


By order of the Governor , 
K. C. SANKARANARAYANAN , 

Special Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports (Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 20563/ TC2/81/ TF & P . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th October 1981. 
S. R. O. No. 1426 /81.- Whereas representations have been received 
by Government from the Stage Carriage Operators specified in the annexure 
to this notification , that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on 

the 
* 30th June, 1981 in respect of the Stage Carriages particulars of which 
are specified in the said annexure could not be remitted within the prescribed 
period due to financial strain and that extension of time for payment of tax 
in respect of these vehicles may , therefore, be granted ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that circumstances existed 
that the operators of the said stage carriages could not remit the vehicle tax 
in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in the State for 
the quarter ended on the 30th June , 1981 due to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of 
the said stage carriages due to non-payment of tax would have caused 
great inconvenience to the travelling public ; 


And whereas, the Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarter ended 
on the 30th June, 1981 in respect of the said stage carriages ; 


Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976), read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of Kerala 
hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 30th June , 
1981 in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in the State 
shall be paid on or before the 31st July 1981 together with an additional tax 
payable under section 12 of theKerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 
read with the Notification (5 ) No. 33942 /TC2/75-5 /PW . dated the 29th 
September, 1975 published as S.R.O. No. 876/75 in the Kerala Gazete 
Extraordinary No. 572 dated the 29th September , 1975. 
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Annexure 


SI . 
No. 


Registration No. of the 

Stage Carriage 


Name of the Stage Carriage 

Operator 
( 2) 


(3 ) 


KLF 4209 


KLU 1729 


KLA 2122 


KLU 9078 


1. Secretary, 

The Fathima Motor Service Employees 
Co -operative Society Ltd., 

Cochin . 
2. Smt. P. Lakshmi Pillai Amma, 

Thoppil Veedu , 
Chavara , 

Quilon . 
3. Smt. P. Lakshmi Pillai Amma, 

Thoppil Veedu , 
Chavara, 

Quilon , 
4. Smt. P. Lakshmi Pillai Amma, 

Thoppil Veedu , 
Chavara , 

Quilon . 
5. Sri P. Radhakrishnan , 

Menon Road Line, 
Chalakudy, 

Trichur . 
6. Sri Abraham , 

Kaplimagudyil House, 
Nechoor , 

Ernakulam . 
7. Sri M. S. Ravindranathan Pillai, 

Kizhakke Manakoil House , 
Manjummal, 

Ernakulam . 
8. Sri Thomas, 

Molayil Veedu , 
Vengola, 

Ernakulam . 
9. Smt. K. Sarojam , 

Omana Motor Service, 
Edappally, 
Ernakulam , 


KRE 4855 


KLF 9503 


KLF 3517 


KLE 7927 


KLF 


-37 


3 


(3 ) 


KLE 6377 


KRF 8330 


KRF 


192 


KLM 506 


(1 ) 

(2 ) 
10. Sri P. M.George, 

Palal House, 
Pulikkamate , 
Panjarappally, 

Ernakulam . 
11. Sri Sunny Paulose, 

Vettikkaparambil House, 

Edayar , 
Kothattukulam 

Ernakulam . 
12. Sri P. A. Gangadharan , 

Mullavalappil House, 
Fort Cochin , 

Cochin . 
13. Sri V.O. Thomas, 

Vazhappilli Veedu , 

Pallippuram 
14. Sri K. S. Radhakrishnan , 

Kalathil Veedu , 
Cherumangalam 

Paravoor . 
15. Sri Muthu Rawther , 

Paravoor , 

Ernakulam 
16 . Sri Francis, D. Almeda, 

Pallippuram . 
17. Sri Purushothama Shenai, 

Cherai, 
18 . Sri O. R. Prakasan , 

Cherai. 
19. Sri Gopinatha Menon, 

Reji Nivas, 
Chengamanadu , 

Alwaye, 
20 . Sri V. K , Raveendran , 

Proprietor, 
Sona Roadways, 

Cannanore . 
21 Smt. N. Mehar Niza , 

Sreenilayam , 
Ramankulangara , 
Quilon . 


KLF 2053 


KLF 3530 


KLF 


645 


KLF 1283 


KLD 9427 


KLQ 2949 


KLN 


411 


KLU 3394 


(3 ) 
(1) 

(2 ) 
22. Sri C. V. Mathew , 

Chittappanattu House, 
Peruvanthanam P. O. 
Idukki. 

KLI 1222 
23 . Smt. K. K.Meenakshy , 
Ernakulam , 

KLE 2025 
24. Sri K. A. Balakrishnan , 

Kanjampurath House, 
Perumpallur, 
Moovattupuzha, 
Ernakulam . 

KRE 1008 
25. Smt. V. V. Supriya, 

Venat House, 
Nazapeth , Cochin . 

KLF 58.0 
26. Smt. P. E. Naffesa , 

Kaladuthu House, 
S.R.M. Road, Cochio . 

KRE 7819 
27. Managing Partner , 

The Siva Self Employment & Travels, 
Cochin . 

KLE 4253 
28. Smt, Radha Mohan , 

Supriya , Palace Road , 
Alwaye. 

KLE 5355 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the . 
main purpose of the issue of the notification .) 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage 
Carriage Operators as shown in the annexure requesting extension of time 
for payment of vehicle tax for the quarter ended 30th June 1981 due to 
financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise these vehicles might be 
put out of operation for non -payment of tax causing great inconvenience 
the travelling public. 


to 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (MS.) No. 94 /81/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 4th November, 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 1428 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 4 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 14 of 1947), 
the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the District Labour Officer 
(Special), Kallada Irrigation Project, Kottarakkara to be a Conciliation 
Oficer charged with he duty ofmediating in and promoting the settlement 
of Industrial Disputes Relating to the Kallada Irrigation Project . 


By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 
Special Suriary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

One post of District Labour Officer was created as per G.O. (MS)" 32/81/ 
LBR dated 4-4-1981 with headquarters atKottarakkira to deal exclusively 
with the labour problems which may arise in Kallada Irrigation Project 
This post was redesignated as " District Labour Officer (Special), Kallada 
Irrigation Project, Kottarakkara " as per G.O. Rt. No. 1261/81/LBR dated 
3-11-1981 . The Vamanapuram Irrigation Project is also under the terri 
torial jurisdiction of the Chief Engineer, Project III, Kallada . So it is 
necessary to notity the District Labour Officer (Special) Kottsrakkara as the 
Conciliation Officer under the Industrial Disputes Act for the areasmentioned 
above. The Notification is intended to achieve this object. 


G. 1755. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. G.O. (P ) 95/81/LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 5th November 1981 
S.R.O.No. 1429 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
(1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968), the 
Government of Kerala hereby make the following Rules further to amend 
the Special Rules for the Kerala Craftsman Training Subordinate Service 
issued under Notification G.O. (P ) No. 408/71/PD dated the 29th Novem 
ber , 1971 published as S.R.O.No. 452/71 in the Kerala Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 513 dated the 29th November, 1971, namely : 


RULES 
1 . Short title and commencement.- (a ) These rules may be called the 
Special Rules for the Kerala Craftsmen Training Subordinate Service 
(Amendment) Rules, 1981. 

(b ) They shall come into force at once . 

2. Amendment of the Special Rules.- In the Special Rules for the 
Kerala Craftsmen Training Subordinate Service, in rule 3 against category 3, 
the existing Notes under item 2 (c) in column (3) Qualification ” , shall 
be numbered as “ Notes ( 1) (2 ) and (3) respectively and after the Notes so 
numbered the following Note shall be added , namely : 

" Note (4): - Diploma holders recruited for particular trades may be posted 
as Instructors in any other trade for which they are qualified or as Arithe 
matịc-cum -Drawing Instructors " . 


. 


By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary. 

[ P. T. 0.) 


G. 1781 


Explanatory Note 
( This note does not form part of the notification but is intended to 
indicate its general purport). 

Diploma holders are qualified and eligible for appointment as Instruc 
tors in various trades in the Industrial Training Department. Unpopular 
trades now existing in the Industrial Training Institutes have to be replaced 
by popular trades from time to time. The amendment is intended to faci 
litate the utilisation of the services of qualified and experienced hands for 
handling such new trades . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. 1218 /81 /TF & P . Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd October 1981. 

S.R.O. No. 1430/81 . - Whereas the Managing Director , Kerala 
Tourism Development Corporation Limited , Trivandrum has taken up 
construction of six Tourist coaches for the purpose of plying the vehicles as 
All India Tourist Vehicles, the details of which are hereunder given ; 

And whereas, the overall length , overhang and the interior clear 
height in the gang way of the said vehicles will exceed the limits prescribed 
under sub -rule ( 2 ) of rule 267, rule 294 and rule 316 respectively of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 ; 

And whereas , the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the said 
vehicles can conveniently be used as All India Tourist Vehicles to the 
comfort and convenience of the tourists with such excess measurements; 

Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the Government of Kerala hereby 
exempt the said vehicle from the provisions of sub -rule (2 ) of rule 267, rule 
294 and rule 316 of the said Rules. 


DETAILS OF THE VEHICLES 


Serial Number 


Engine Number 


Chassis Number 


Overall length 


Overall width 


Ochans 


Overall height 


Interiorclear heightinthe 

gangway 


2 


) 


9 


(metres) ( netres ) (metres) (metres) 
ALD 127553 10.30 2.48 60 % 3.35 1.87 
ALD 127418 
ALD 126581 
ALD 126576 
ALD 130788 
ALD 130790 


93 


9 


92 


29 


ALI 109604 
ALI 109086 
ALT 108124 
ALI 108078 
ALI 113791 
ALI 113760 


33 


3 
4 
5 
6 


35 


92 


7 


> 


By order of the Governor, 

P SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary . 

Pr.o.) 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate its 
general purport) 

The Kerala Tourism Development Corporation Limited , Trivandrum 
has requested Government to exempt six vehicles mentioned above which 
are intended to be used as All India Tourist Services Vehicles from the 
provisionsof sub-rule (2 ) of rule 267 and rule 294 and rule 316 of the Kerala 
Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 as the overall length , overhang and interior 
clear height in the gang way exceeded the prescribed limits . Government 
have decided to grant the exemption sought. Hence this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 21721/ TC2/81/ TF & P . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 27th October 1931 . 
S. R. O. No. 1431/81. - Whereas representation has been received by 
Government from the Stage Carriage Operator Shri C. K. Prakash , c/o . 
K. M. Joy, Bhagavathiparambu, Kalloor, Cochin that the vehicle tax for 
the quarters ended on li.e 30th September, 1980 and 31st December, 1980 
in respect of the Stage Car iage bearing Registration No. KRE. 794 could 
not be remitted within the prescribed period duc to financial strain and that 
extension of time for payment of vehicle tax in respect of the said vehicle 
may, therefore, be granted ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that circumstances existed 
that the operator of the said stage carriage could not remit the vehicle tax 
in respect ofthe said stage carriage ordinarily kept for use in the Stage for 
the qiarters ended on the 30th September, 1980 and 31st December, 1980 
due to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation 
of the said stage carriage due to non -payment of tax would have caused 
great inconvenience to the travelling public ; 

And whereas, the Government, consider it necessary to extend in 
public interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarters ended 
on the 30th September, 1986 and 31st December , 1980 in respect of the 
said stage carriager ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 ( 19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975, the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 30th 
September, 1980 and 31st December, 1980 in respect of the said stage carriage 
ordinarily kept for use in the State shall be paid on or before the 31st August, 
1981 together with additional tax payable under section 12 of the Kerala 
Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 read with the notification (5 ) 
No. 33942 /TC2/75-5/PW . dated the 29th September, 1975 published as 
S. R. O.No. 876/75 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 572 dated the 
29th September, 1975 . 

By order ofthe Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary. 
G. 1784 . 

[p.r.o. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
main purpose of the issue of the notification .) 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage Carriage 
Operators as shown above requesting extension of time for payment 
of vehicle tax for the quarters ended 30th September, 1980 and 31st 
December 1980 due to financial strain ; 

Governmentare convinced of the position and in pu lic interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as oherwise these vehicles might be put 
out of operation for non- payment of tax causing grent inconvenience to the 
travelling public . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works & Electricity (K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. ( P) No. 184/81 /PW . 

Dated , Trivadrum , 17th October 1981. 
S. R. O. No. 1432/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act 1968 (19 of 1968), 
read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala 
hereby make the following Rules further to amend the Special Rules for the 
Kerala Engineering Service issued in G.O. Ms. No. 150/65 /PW dated the 
17th May, 1965 and published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 20 dated 
the 25th May, 1965, namely: 


Rules 
1. Short title and commencement.- (a ). These rules may be called the 
Special Rules for the Kerala Engineering Service (Amendment) Rules, 1981 . 

(b ). They shall be deemed to have come into force with effect 
from the 29th August, 1978 . 

2 . Amendment to the Special Rules: - In the Special Rules for the Kerala 
Engineering Service, for the words " Assistant Engineer" , " Assistant Engi. 
neers” , “ Junior Engineer" and " Junior Engincers” , wherever they occur the 
words " Assistant Executive Engineer" , " Assistant Executive Engineers" , 
" Assistant Engineer" and " Assistant Engineers shall respectively te 
substituted . 


By order of the Govern , 

J. S. JESUDHA A , 
Special Secretary . 

(P.T.O. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not forn part of the notification but is intended only to 
ndicate the general purport ). 

In G.O. (P ) 120 /78 /PW & E dated 29-8-1978 orders were issued chang 
ing the designation of the post of " Junior Engineer" and Assistant Engineer 
in Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Department as Assis 
tant Engineer" and " Assistant Executive Engineer" respectively . Conse 
quently it has become necessary to make corresponding provision in the 
Special Rules in the Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works 
Department. The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


To 

The Chief Engineer (General) 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ) 
The Chief Engineer (N.H.). 
The Chief Engineer (Irrigation ). 
The General Administration Department, (Rules) --vide their U.O. 

No. 140010 / Rules 1/79/GAD dated 5-12-1979 . 
The Law Department (Vide their U. O. No. 11326 / Leg. D2/79 /Law 

dated 14-8-1979 ) . 
The Sccretary, Public Service Commission (with C.L. ) 
* The General Administration Department, (SC ) vide item No. 1913 . 
The Public Works and Electricity (A ) Department. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works & Electricity ( K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. ( P) No. 185 /81 / PW . 

Dated Trivandrum , 17th October 1981. 
S.R.O. No. 1433 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968 ) 

the Government of Kerala hereby make the following rules to 
amend the Special Rules for the Mechanical Branch of the Kerala Engineer 
ing Service issued in G. O. (MS) No. 266 /76/PW dated the 10th December 
1976 and Published as S.R.O.No. 6/77 in Part I of the Kerala Gazeite No.1 
dated the 4th January, 1977 namely: 

Rules 
1 . Short Title and Commencement.- (a ) These rules may be called the 
Special Rules for the Mechanical Branch of the Kerala Engineering Service 
(Amendment) Rules, 1981. 

(b ) They shall be deemed to have comeinto force with effect from 
the 29th August , 1978 . 

2. Amendment to the Special Rules. - In the Special Rules for the Mecha 
nical Branch of the Kerala Engineering Service; 

For the words and brackets " Junior Engineer (Mechanical) and for 
the words,“ Junior Engineer" in sub -rule (a ) of rule 2 the words and brackets 
“ Assistant Engineer (Mechanical)” shall be substituted . 

By order of the Governor , 

J. S. JESUDHASAN , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport). 

In G. O. (P ) 120 /78 /PW & E dated 29-8-1978 orders were issued 
changing the designation of the post of Junior Engineer " in Subordinate 
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Service of the Public Works Department as " Assistant Engineer" . Conse . 
quently it has becom : necessary to make corresponding provision in the 
Special Rules in the Subordinate Service of the Public Works Department . 
The Notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 


Το 


The Chief Engineer (General), Trivandrum 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ), The Chief Engineer (N.H.). The Chief 

Engineer (Irrigation ) 
The General A Iministration Department, ( Rules) vide their U. O. 

No. 140010 /Rules- 1/79/GAD dated 5-12-1979 
The Law Department (Vide their U.O. No. 11326 /Leg . B2 /79/ Law 

dated 14-8-1979 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The General Administration Department (SC ) vide item No. 1913 . 
The Public Works & Electricity (A ) Department 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
15.90 Public Works and Electricity (K ) Department at di 
-1969 tow biuro 

sequur Wode NOTIFICATION. starten IT 
G.O. (P ) No. 186 /81/PW & E . Dated, Trivandrum , 17th October 1981 . 

S.R O. No. 1434/81 In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968 ), 
read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following rules fúrther to amend Special Rules in respect of the Kerala 
Engineering Service (Radio and Electrical Branches) issued is G. O. MS . 
No125 /67/PW dated the 3rd February 1967 and published in Part I of the 
Kerala Gazette No. 7 dated the 21st February, 1967, namely: ). 

(..diw ) cerce Midon V16111020T 
.clei ori mosi abiv ( 2 ) 3990 Rules sointiasihi sono dT 

1. Short Title and Commencement.- ( These rules may be called the 
Special Rules in respect of the Kerala Engineering Service (Radio and 
Electrical Branches) Amendment Rules; 1981 . 

(b ) They shall be deemed to have come into force with effect from 
the 29th August 1978 . 

2. Amendment to the Special Rules.- In the Special Rules in respect of the 
Kerala Engineering Service (Radio and Electrical Branches) in Part II. 
(1) Under the heading " Branch I – Radio " for the words " Assistant 

Engineer " " Junior Engineer" and " Junior Engineers " 
wherever they occur the words " Assistant Executive Engineer 
“ Assistant Engineer" and " Assistant Engineers” shall, reste 

tively be substituted ; 
(2) Under the heading " Branch II — Electrical" for the words and 

nrackets " Assistant Engineer ( Electrical)" , " Assistant Engineer 
( R dio ) " , " Junior Engineer (Electrical) " and " Junior Engi 
neers (Electrical) " wherever they occur the words and brackets 
" Assistant Executive Engineer (Electrical)” , “ Assistant Execu 
tive Engineer ( Radio )" , " Assistant Engineer (Electrical)” and 

Assistant Engineers (Electrical)” , shall respectively be 
substituted . 

By order of the Governor, 

J. S. JESUDHASAN , 

Special Secretary. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport. ) 

In G.O. ( P ) 120/78 PW & E dated 29-8-1978 orders were issued changing 
the designation of the post of " Junior Engineer " and Assistant Engineer in 
Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Department as " Assistant 
Engineer" and Assistant Executive Engineer” respectively . Consequently 
it has become necessary to make corresponding provision in the Special 
Rules in the Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Depart 
ment. The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 
Το 

The Chief Engineer (General), Trivandrum 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ), The Chief Engineer ( N.H.), The Chief 

Engineer ( Irrigation ) 
The General Administration Department (Rules)-Vide their U.O. 

No. 140010 / Rules 1 /79/GAD dated 5-12-1979 
The Law Department ( vide their U.O No. 11326 / Leg. B2/79/Law 

dated 14-8-1979 ) 
The Secretary , Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The General Administration Department, (Sc) Vide item No. 1913. 
The Public Works & Electrical ( A ) Department 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 8th December 1981 , 
PARTI 


Section in 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works and Electricity (K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. ( P ) No. 187 /81/ PW & E . Dated , Trivandrum , 17th October 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 1435 /81.- In exercise of the powers conferred by 
subsection ( 1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 
1968) read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby 
make the following rules further to amend the rules in respect of the 
members of the Kerala Engineering Subordinate Services issued in 
G.O.(MS) .No. 1390 /58 /Public (Services D ) Department dated the 20th 
November , 1958 and published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 47 
dated the 2nd December, 1958 namely: 


Rules 


1 . Short title and 

commencement.- (a ) These Rules may be called the 
rules in respect of the members of the Kerala Engineering Subordinate 
Service (Amendment) Rules, 1981. 

(b ) They shall be deemed to have come into force with effect from 
29th August, 1978 . 


2. Amendment to the Special Rules.- In the rules in respect of the 
members of the Kerala Engineering subordinate Service, for the words 
" Junior Engineer" and " Junior Engineers " wherever they occur the words 
“ Assistant Engineer " and " Assistant Engineers” shall, respectively, be 
substituted . 


By order of the Governor, 

J.S. JESUDHASAN, 
Special Secretary 

[P.T.O.) 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does (not form part of the notification , but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport). 

In G.O. (P ) 120 /78 /PW & E dated 29-8-1978 , orders were issued 
changing the designation of the post of " Junior Engineer" and Assistant 
Engineer in Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Depart 
ment as " Assistant Engineer" and " AssistantExecutive Engineer" respectively. 
Consequently it has become necessary to make corresponding provision in 
the Special Rules in the Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works 
Department. The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 
То 

The Chief Engineer (General), Trivandrum 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ), The Chief Engineer (N.H.), The 

Chief Engineer (Irrigation ) 
The General Admn. Dept. (Rules)-Vide their U.O. No. 140010 / 

Rules 1 /79 /GAD dated 5-12-1979 
The Law Dept. (vide their U.O. No. 11326 / Leg . B2/79/ Law 

dated 14-8-1979), 
The Secretary, Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The GeneralAdmn . Dept. (S.C .) - Vide item No. 1913 
The Public Works & Elec. ( A ) Dept. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works and Electricity (K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (P ) No. 188 /81 /PW & E . Dated Trivandrum , 17th October 1981. 

S.R.O. No. 1436 /81 - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
(1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968), read with 
section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
Rules to amend the Special Rules for the members of the Radio Branch of 
the Kerala Engineering Subordinate Service issued in G. O. MS. 
No. 26 /67/PW dated the 3rd February 1967 and published in Part I of 
Kerala Gazette No. 8 dated the 28th February 1967, namely: 


Rules 
1. Short title and commencement.- (a ) These Rules may be called the 
Special Rules for the Kerala Engineering Subordinate Service (Radio 
Branch ) Amendment Rules, 1981 . 

(b ) They shall be deemed to have come into force with effect 
from 29th August 1978 . 

2. Amendment to the Special Rules. - In the Special Rules for the 
members of the Radio Branch of the Kerala Engineering Subordinate 
Service , 

(1) For the words " Junior Engineer" and " Junior Engineers " 
wherever they occur the words " Assistant Engineer " and " Assistant 
Engineers” shall respectively be substituted . 

(2 ) In rule 6 (2), for the words “ AssistantRadio Engineers ” , the 
words" Assistant Executive Engineers (Radio ) " shall be substituted . 


By order of the Governor, 

J.S. JESUDHASAN , 
Special Secretary. 

[P.T.O. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport) . 

In G.O.(P ) 120 /78/PW & E dated 29-8-1978 orders were issued changing 
the designation of the post of " Junior Engineer” and Assistant Engineer in 
Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Department as 
“ Assistant Engineer" and " Assistant Executive Engineer" "respectively. 
Consequently it has become necessary to make corresponding provision in 
the Special Rules in the Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works 
Department. The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 


To 


The Chief Engineer (General), Trivandrum 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ), The Chief Engineer (N.H.), The 

Chief Engineer (Irrigation ) 
The General Admn. Dept. ( Rules) - Vide their U.O.No. 140010 / 

Rules 1/79/GAD dated 5-12-1979 
The Law Dept. (Vide their U.O.No. 11326 /Leg . B2 /79 /Law 

dated 14-3-1979) 
The Secretary, Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The General Admn. Dept. (S.C .) - Vide item No. 1913 
The Public Works & Elec . ( A ) Dept. 


.. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works & Electricity (K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (P ) No. 189/81/ PW & E. Dated, Trivandrum , 17th October 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 1437/81.- In exercise of the powers conferred by 
subsection (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 
1968 ), read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby 
make the following Rules further to amend the Rules in respect of the 
members of the Electrical Branch of the Kerala Engineering Subordinate 
Service issued in G.O. (MS) No. 330 /65 /PW dated the 29th November, 1965 
and published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 48 dated the 
14th December , 1965 namely : 


Rules 
1. Short title and commencement.- (a) These rules may be called the 
Rules in respect of the members of the Electrical Branch of the Kerala 
Engineering Subordinate Service (Amendment) Rules, 1981 . 

(b ) They shall be deemed to have come into force with 
effect from 29th August, 1978 . 

2. Amendment to the Rules. In the Rules in respect of the members of 
the Electrical Branch of the Kerala Engineering Subordinate Service, for 
the words " Junior Engineer" and " Junior Engineers" wherever they occur 
the words " Assistant Engineer" and " Assistant Engineers shall respectively 
be substituted . 


By order of the Governor, 

J. S. JESUDHASAN . 
Special Secretary. 

[P.T.O. 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport). 

In G. O. (P ) 120 / 78 /PW & E dated 29-8-1978 orders were issued 
changing the designation of the post of " Junior Engineer " and Assistant 
Engineer in Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Department 
as * Assistant Engineer" and " Assistant Executive Engineer" respectively . 
Consequently it has become necessary to make corresponding provision in 
the Special Rules in the Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works 
Department. The Notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 

To 

The Chief Engineer (General), Trivandrum 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ), The Chief Engineer (N. H.), 

The Chief Engineer (Irrigation ). 
The General Administration Department (Rules) — Vide their 

U. O. No. 140010 /Rules- 1/79/GAD dated 5-12-1979 . 
The Law Department (Vide their U. O. No. 11326 /Leg . B2/79 /Law 

dated 14-8-1979) 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission , Trivandrum 

(with C.L.) 
The General Administration Department (SC ) (Vide item 

No. 1913) 
The Public Works & Electricity (A ) Department . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablic Works & Electricity ( K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (P ) No. 190 /81/ PW & E . Dated, Trivandrum , 17th October 1981 . 

S. R. O. No. 1438 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
ser tion (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968 ), 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the following Rules to amend the 
Special Rules for the Kerala Engineering Subordinate Service (Mechanical 
Branch ) issued in G.O (P ) No. 149/78 /PW & E dated the 22nd November, 
1978 an 1 published as SRO No. 24/79 in Part 1 of the Kerala Gazette 
No. 2 dated the 9th January , 1979, namely: 


Rules 
1 . Short title and commencement:-(a ) These rules may be called the 
Special Rules for the Kerala Engineering Subordinate Service (Mechanical 
Branch ) Amendment Rules, 1981. 

(b ) They shall be deemed to have come into force with effect from 
29th August, 1978 . 

2. Amendment to the Special Rules: - In the Special Rules for theKerala 
Engineering Subordinate Service (Mechanical Branch ) for thewords " Junior 
Engineer" tand Junior Engineers wherever they occur the words " Assistant 
Engineer" and " Assistant Engineers ” shall be respectively be substituted . 

By order of the Governor, 

J. S. JESUDHASAN , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended only to 
indicate the general purport) . 

In G. O. (P ) 120 /78 /PW & E dated 29 8-1978 orders were issued 
changing the designation of the post of " Junior Engineer" 

and Assistant 
Engincer in Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works Department 
as Assistant Engineer" and " Assistant Executive Engineer" respectively. 
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Consequently it has become necessary to make corresponding provision in 
the Special Rules in the Subordinate and State Services of the Public Works 
Department. The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 
Το 

The Chief Engineer (General), Trivandrum . 
The Chief Engineer (B & R ), The Chief Engineer (N. H.) The 

Chief Engineer (Irrigation ) . 
The General Admn. (Rules ) —Vide their U. O.No. 140010/Rules 1/ 

79/GAD dated 5-12-1919 . 
The Law Department (vide their U. O , No. 11326 /Leg . B2/79 /Law 

dated 14-8-1979 ). 
The Secretary, Public Service Commission (with C. L.). 
The General Admn. Department (SC )-Vide item No. 1913. 
The Public Works & Electricity (A ) Department. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Pablic Works (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
No. 5961/E2/81/PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 26th September 1981. 

(1) 
S. R. O. No. 1439/81. - Whereas the Erimayur Panchayat has in its 
resolution No. 123 dated the 27th February, 1980 , and resolution No. 
460 dated the 11th March 1981 requested that the provisions of the 
Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), shall 
be applied to that Panchayat area; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (3) 
of section 1 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 
(2 of 1965), theGovernment of Kerala hereby apply all the provisions of 
the said Act to the Erimayur Panchayat area in the Palghat District 
with effect from the date of publication of this notifications in the Gazette . 


. 


S. R. O.No. 1440 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint_the 
Munsiff, having jurisdiction over the Erimayur Panchayat area in the 
Palghat District, to be the Rent Control Court for the said area, 
with effect from the date of publication of this notification in the 
Gazette . 

( iii) 
S.R.O. No. 1441/81.-- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Tahsildar, having jurisdiction over the Erimayur Panchayat area in 
the Palghat District, to be the Accommodation Controller for the said area, 
with effect from the date of publication of this notification in theGazette. 

(iv) 
S.R.O. No. 1442/81.- In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of subsection (1) of section 18 of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent 
Control) Act, 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby confer 
on the ſubordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judge, as the case 
may be, having jurisdiction over the Erimayur Panchayat area 
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in the Palghat District , the powers of the Appellate Authority for the 
purposes of the said Act in the said area with effect from the date of publi 
cation of this notification in the Gazette . 


By order of the Governor, 

J.S. JESUDHASAN , 
Special Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the above notifications, but is intended to 
indicate their general purport.) 

The Erimayur Panchayat in the Palghat District has in its 
resolucion No. 123 dated the 27th February , 1980 and No. 460 dated the 
11th March 1981 requested Government to extend the provisions of the 
Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 ( 2 1965 ) to its 

Under section 1 (3 ) of the said Act , Government can extend the 
provisions of the Act, to any area of the State by a notification in the 
Gazette , provided that such notification shall be supported by a resolution 
passed by the localauthority of the area affected by the notification . The 
above notifications are to achieve the above purpose and issued on the 
request ofthe Panchayat concerned . 


area . 


we. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Taxes (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.MS. No. 111/ 181/TD . Dated , Trivandrum , 4th December 1981. 

S. R. O.No. 1443/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
5 of the Registration Act, 1908 (Central Act 16 of 1908 ), the Government of 
Kerala hereby make the following amendments to their Notification No. 
G. O. (MS) 29/78/TD dated the 8th March , 1978, published as S. R. O. 
No. 646/78 at page 1 to 102 of Section iv of the Kerala Gazette No. 27 
dated the 4th July, 1978, as subsequently amended , namely : 


AMENDMENTS 
In the Schedule to the said Notification in the entries relating to the 
Ernakulam Registration District for item " 2. Muvattupuzha" in column (2) 
and the entries against it in columns (3) and (4) the following shall be sub 
stituted , namely : 
2. Muvattupuzha Muvattupuzha Muvattupuzha 

The portion of Enanalloor 
village lying North of Kaliyar 
River . 
Mulavur 
Valakom 
Vellurkunnam 
Arakuzha 

Marady 

Kothamangalam Kadavoor 
2A . Kalloorkad Kothamangalam Kalloorkad 

Muvattupuzha Manjalloor (excluding the 

portion included in Thodu 
puzha Taluk ) . The portion 
of Enanalloor village lying 

South of Kaliyar River . 
The above amendments shall come into force with effect from the 15th 
day of December 1981 . 

By order of the Governor, 

N. KRISHNAN NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
G. 1944 . 

[ P.r.o.) 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

One among the Sub Registry Offices for the opening of which Govern 
ment had issi ed admin strative sanction as per the order in G. O. MS. 131/ 
78! TD dated 18-12-1978, was a Sub Registry Office at Kalloorkad in 
Kothamangalam Talik . All the other Sub Registry Offices for which 
administrative sanction had been accorded except that at Kalloorkad were 
framed with effect from 1-1-1979. Owing to some dispute regarding the 
jurisdiction and location of the office at Kalloorkad , the same has not so far 
been formed . Now Government propose to open the Sub Registry Office 
with headquarters at Kalloorkad and with jurisdiction as shown above . 
This notification is intended to achieve this object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
REVISION OF FORM TR 104 OF KERALA TREASURY CODE VOLUME II 


GO. ( P ) No. 755 /81 /Fin . 


FINANCE (S. L.) DEPARTMENT 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th November 1981 


NOTIFICATION 
S.R.O. No. 1445/81.- In exercise of the powers cuaterred by clause (2 ) of Article 283 of the 
Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala hereby makes the following rules further amend the 
Kerala Treasury Rules, namely: 

Rules 
C. S. No. 17,81/F.n . dated 12th November 1981. 
1. (1) These Rules may be called the Kerala Treasury ( Amendment) Rules, 1981. 

(2 ) They shall come into force at once. 
2. In the Kerala Treasury Rules, in FORM T. R. 104 
(a) in column 8 , the sub headings " Ist loan " " 2nd loan " and " 3rd loan " and the respective sub 

columns for those sub headings shall be omitted ; 
(b ) in column 9, the sub headings " 1st loan Rs.” “ 2nd loan Rs. and 3rd loan Rs." and the 

respective sub columns for those sub headings shall be omitted . 


(c) The common caption above the columns 8 , 9, and 10 Viz. “Refund of Advances shall be 

changed as Refund of Advance , and the heading of column 8 Viz . No. of instalments shall be 
changed as No. of instalment . 


N 


By order of the Governor, 

P. NAMASIVAYAM , 

Additional Secretart 
Exter , Noto 
( I his note is not part of the amendment but ismended to indicate its general purport ) 

The Form No. TR . 104 prescribed in the Rule 163 (1) of K.T.C. Volume I is used for showing 
deductions made towards G.PF This form provides 3 columns each for 1st, 2nd and 3rd loan under 
column 3 (No. of instal neats ) 9 (amount). With the introduction of grant of consolidated advance, one 
column each is required under column 8 and 9 for noting recoveries of advances. This has necessitated 
some changes to Form TR . 101 of K.T.C. Volume II. Hence this amendment. 
To 

The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum 
All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Departments and Sections of the Secretariat 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam 

(with C.L.) 
The Registrar, University ofKerala /Cochin /Calicut 
The Registrar, Agricultural University , Mannuthy, Trichur 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The General Manager Kerala State Road Transport Corporation , Trivandrum 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission , 
The Secretary, Vigilance Commission 
The Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Deputy Secretaries and 

Under Secretaries to Government 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board, Trivandrum 
The Private Secretaries to the Advisors 
The Secretary to the Governor 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary . 
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FORM T. R. 104 

[Ses Rule 163 (1) ] 
Name of the Accounts Officer who maintains the Accounts (See Note No. 6 ) .... 
Name of the Provident Fund 
Statement showing deductions on account of subscriptions towards the State/General Provident Fund 
in the pay bill of the 

.office of Officers noted below during ... 

.. 19.. 


Details of receipts 
Subscription 

Refund of advance 
proper 


Name of 

the 
Subscriber 


Number 

of 
instal 
ment 


InitialsofAuditor 


LedgerFolio,Vol. 
ÑNo.andpageNo. 


Amount 


Amount 


Totalamountwhichit 

(Cols.6+9)Month 

relate 


Remarks 


10 


11 


12 


8 


14 


13 


6 


7 


9 


1 


2 


3 


In figures .. 
Grand total..... 


.office 


FORM 104 
N B:-(1) The account rumbers should be arranged in Serial Order. The Guide letters allotted to the 

Departments viz . G.A. for General Administration , Medl: for Medical etc. should be included . 
(2) The entry in column 4 should show the rate of salary/pay drawn in respect of the last day of 

the preceding financial year (vide rule 11 (2) of the General Provident Fund (Kerala ) Rules] 
(3) Salary/pay will include Personal Pay, Special pay and Dcarness pay but exclude all allowances 

[ vide Rule 12 (23) of Part I of the Kerala Service Rules] 
(4) In the remarks column, give reasons for discontinuance of subscription such as “ Proceeded on 
leave" , " Transferred to 

....office ... .... District " , " Quited Service” “ Died " . 
In this column, write description against every new name such as “ New Subscriber” , came on 
transfer from 

District or Resumed subscription " . If interest 
is paid on an advance, 1 ention it in this column . 
(5 ) Column 12 to be filled in by the ledger poster in the Accountant General s office . 
(6 ) Separate schedules should be prepared in respect of persons whose accounts are kept by different 
Accounts Officers. 

Head of office . 
Certified that a sum of Rs........... (Rupres in words) .. 

has been deducted 
in the Establishment bill of the officer. 

Salary bill 
Cashed on .. 
Name of Treasury . 

Treasury Officer. 
( For use in the Audit Office ) 
Voucher.. ..Date of encashment . 

19 .... 
1 . Certified that the name, amounts of individual deduction (both subscription proper and refund of 

advance and the total amounts shown in Columns 3 , 6 , 9 and 11 have been checked with reference 

to the bill. 
2 . For schedules attached with March pay bills , certified that the rates of salary /pay as shown in 
column 4 have been verified with the amounts actually drawn in the bills. 

Auditor, Department of Audit Section . 


.19.... 


G. 
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ഫാറം ടി . ആർ. 104. 

( ചട്ടം 163 (എൽ) നോക്കുക) 
കണക്കുകൾ സൂക്ഷിക്കുന്ന അക്കൌണ്ട് ആഫീസറുടെ പേര് (കുറിപ്പ് നമ്പർ 6 നോക്കുക) . 
..... ( പാവിഡൻറ് ഫണ്ടിന്റെ പേര് .. 

... ,. ആഫീസിലെ 19 .... ലെ താഴെക്കാണിച്ച ഉദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥൻമാരുടെ ശമ്പള 

ബില്ലിൽനിന്നും സ്റേറററ °/ പൊതു പാവിഡ ൻറ ഫണ്ടിലേക്ക് വരിക്കണക്കിലുളള 
കിഴിവുകൾ കാണിക്കുന്ന പ്രതിക 


, ൻ , 


വരവിന്റെ വിശദ വിവരങ്ങൾ 
അടയ്ക്കേണ്ട വായ്പയുടെ 

വരി തിരിച്ചടയ്ക്കൽ 


)|കണക്കുനമ്പർ 


|വരിക്കാരന്റെപേര് 


മാർച്ച്31-ാംതീയതി 


(കമനമ്പർ 


9+|യിലെശമ്പളം 


n|വരിനിരക്കും 


മാസത്തേക്കും 


തവണയുടെ എണ്ണം 


ആകെതുക 


5)മാസത്തേത് 


പേരേട്,ഫോളിയോ, |വാല്യംനമ്പർ,പേജ നമ്പർ 


- 
08cwാ 
( 
6 
+ 
9 
) 


തുക 


-അഭിപ്രായ ക്കുറിപ്പുകൾ 


തുക 


13 


11 


14 


6 


1 


8 


9 


ക , 


ക , 


ക . 


ക , 


ക , 


ആകെ 
മൊത്ത 


അക്കത്തിൽ 
അക്ഷരത്തിൽ 


ശ3 °ധിക്കുക :-(1) കണക്കു നമ്പരുകൾ അനുകമമുറയിൽ ആയിരിക്കണം. വകുപ്പുകൾക്ക് നൽകിയിരി 

ക്കുന്ന മാർഗ്ഗനിർദ്ദേശാക്ഷരങ്ങൾ ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിരിക്കണം. 
(2 ) തൊട്ടുമുൻപുളള സാമ്പത്തികവർഷം അവസാനദിവസം എഴുതിവാങ്ങിയ ശമ്പളത്തിൻറെ വേതന 

ത്തിന്റെ നിരക്ക് നാലാം കോളത്തിൽ എഴുതിയതിൽ നിന്നും കാണാൻ കഴിയണം ( കേരളാ പൊതു 

പാവിഡൻറ് ഫണ്ട് ചട്ടം 11 (2 ) നോക്കുക) 
( 3) ശമ്പളത്തിൽ വ്യക്തിപര ശമ്പളവും വിശേഷാൽ ശമ്പളവും ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നു ; എന്നാൽ ബത്തെക 

ളൊന്നും പെടുന്നില്ല . ( കേരള സർവ്വീസ് ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 1 -ാം ഭാഗത്തിലെ ചട്ടം 12 ( 23) നോക്കുക) . 
( 4 ) അഭിപ്രായക്കുറിപ്പുകളുടെ കോളത്തിൽ വരിയൊടുക്കൽ നിർത്തൽ ചെയ്തതിന അവധി 
യെടുത്തുപോയി 

. ജില്ലയിലെ , 

ആഫീസിലേക്ക് മാററി , 
" സര്വ്വീസ് വിട്ടുപോയി , “ മരിച്ചു എന്നിങ്ങനെ കാരണം കാണിക്കണം. 

ഈ കോളത്തിൽ 
ഒാരോ പുതിയ പേരിനും എതിരെ ""പുതിയ വരിക്കാരൻ 

. . ജില്ലയിലെ 
............ആഫീസിൽ നിന്നും മാറമായി വന്നു എന്നിങ്ങനെ വിവരിക്കണം. ഒരു വായ്പ 

യിൻമേൽ പലിശ നൽകിയിട്ടുളളപക്ഷം അത് ഈ കോളത്തിൽ കാണിക്കുക. 
(5) 12 -ാം കോളം അക്കൌണ്ടൻറ്ജനറലിന്റെ ആഫീസിലെ പേരേട് പതിക്കുന്നയാൾ പൂരിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
( 6) വ്യത്യസ്ത അക്കൌണ്ട് ആഫീസർമാർ സൂക്ഷിക്കുന്ന കണക്കുളളവരുടെ കാര്യത്തിൽ പ്രത്യേക 
പട്ടിക തയ്യാറാക്കണം. 

ആഫീസ് തലവൻ 
- ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻമാർ എഴുതുന്ന സ്വന്തം ശമ്പളബില്ലിൽ ... 

. ക . (അക്ഷരത്തിൽ) കിഴിച്ചിട്ടു 
ാണ്ടെന്നും സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 
പണമാക്കി മാററിയ തീയതി 
ടഷറിയുടെ പേര്. 

(ടഷറി ആഫീസർ. 
(ഓഡിററ് ആഫീസിൽ ഉപയോഗിക്കുന്നതിന്) 
വൗച്ചർ , .പണമാക്കി മാറിയ തീയ തി .. 

..19. . . . . . . . 
1 . 3, 6 , 9, 11 എന്നീ കോളങ്ങളിൽ കാണിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഓരോ വ്യക്തിയുടേയും കിഴിവ് സംഖ്യകളും ( അടയ 

ക്കേണ്ട വരിസംഖ്യയും വായ്പ തിരിച്ചടയ്ക്കലുംരണ്ടും) ബില്ലുമായി ഒത്തുനോക്കിയെന്ന് സാക്ഷ്യ 

പ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 
2 . മാർച്ചിലെ ശമ്പളബില്ലിനോടൊപ്പമുള്ള പ്രതികകളുടെ കാര്യത്തിൽ 4 -ാം കോളത്തിൽ കാണിച്ച തരത്തി 
ലുളള ശമ്പള വേതന നിരക്ക് ബില്ലിൽ എഴുതി വാങ്ങിയ യഥാർത്ഥസംഖ്യയുമായി ഒത്തു നോക്കി 
യെന്ന് സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

ഓഡിററ് സെക്ഷൻ വകുപ്പ്ഓഡിററർ. 


Reg . No. KL /TV (N )/12 


Government of Kerala 

1931 


KERALA GAZETTE 

EXTRAORDINARY 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


8th December 1981 
Vol. XXVI] Trivandrum , Tuesday, 

[No. 978 
17th Agrahayana 1903 


PROCEEDINGS OF THE CHIEF ENGINEER , IRRIGATION , 

• TRIVANDRUM 


Order No. IG1-8598 /81/dated 4-12-1981 
The timings of passenger boat services in the following routes are revised 
as per statements attached hereto . 

1. Ernakulam -- Varapuzha - Chettibhagom 
2. Ernakulam - Kottappuram 
3. Ernakulam - Chathanad ( Via) Manjanakad and Panambukad 
4. Ernakulam - Mulavukad 
5. Ernakulam - Arookutty 
6. Narakkal - Eloor 
7. Parur - Kundoor 
8 . Ernakulam - Narakkal 
9. Narakkal Chittoor 


The existing timings in all the above routes shall cease to exist from the 
date of commencement of the revised timings. 

The revised timings shall come into force with effect from 1-1-1982 . 
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TIMINGS 


1. Ernakulam - Varapuzha - Chettibhagom route-- Running time 

1 hour 50 minutes 


SI. 
No. 


Name of Boat 


Departure Departure Departure Departure 

from from from from 
Chetti 

Erna Chetti Erna 
bhagom kulam bhagom kulam 


. 


1 . M.B. Olivakumari 
2. M.B. St. Mathews 
3. M.B. St. Antony 
4. M.B. St. George No. 2 
5. M.B. St. Joseph 
6. M.B. Sater Lilly 
7. M.B. Holda Benny 
8. M. B. Daisy 


7.50 11.00 
7.20.10.10 
8.20 11.40 
9.00 12.20 
6.45 9.20 
9.50 

13.00 
6.10 8.30 
5.30 7.40 


14.15 
13.10 
15.00 
15.40 
12.15 
16.30 
11.20 
10.40 


17.00 
16.25 
17.35 
18.20 
15.40 
19.15 
14.45 
13.50 


2. Ernakulam - Kottappuram route - Running time- 4 hours 15 

Minutes 


Sl. No. 


Name of Boat 


Departure from 

Kottapuram 


Departure from 

Ernakulam 


1. M.B. Chandrasekharan 


05.45 


.13.25 


3. Ernakulam - Chathanad route - Running time - 1 hour 55 minutes 


SI. 
No. 


Name of Boat 


Departure Departure Departure Departure 

from from from from 
Chathanad Ernakulam Chathanad Ernakulam 


1. M.B. St. Thomas 
2. M.B. Jyothi 


6.00 
7.30 


10.30 
12.00 


13.15 
14.15 


17.10 
18.00 


4. Ernakulam -- Mulavukkad route - Running time - 45 minutes 

The State Water Transport Department is operating service in this route, 


Departure from Ernakulam 


Departure from 
Mulavukkad 


7.00 
9.00 
10.30 
12.00 
14.10 
16.10 
17.50 
20.00 
22.00 


6.10 
8.10 
9.45 
11.15 
12.45 
15.00 
17.00 
18.40 
20.45 


5 . 


Ernakulam - Arookutty route --Running time - 1 hour 45 minutes 


Name of Boat 


SI. 
No. 


Departure Departure Departure Departure 

from from from 
Arookutty Ernakulam Arookutty Ernakulam 


from 


1. M.B. St. George Xavier 
2 . M.B. Elizabeth Rani 
3 . M. B. KINCO NO. VI 
4 . M.B. Theresa Baby 
5. M.B. Vigimol 
6. M.B. Crown 
7. M.B. Cochin 
8. M.B. Express 

9. M.B. Mother Mary 
10. M.B. Ambika 
11 . M.B. Bolghatty 


7.20 
7.00 
7.40 
6.40 
6.20 
8.20 
8.40 
6.00 
5.30 
5.00 
9.10 


11.00 
10.20 
11.40 
9.40 
8.55 
12.20 
12.50 
8.30 
8.00 
7.30 
13.30 


14.00 
13.20 
14.45 
12.40 
11.40 
15.30 
16.30 
11.10 
10.30 
9.50 
17.30 


17.00 
16.40 
17.20 
16.20 
16.00 
18.00 
18.45 
15.30 
15.00 
14.30 
19.50 


6 . 


Narakkal - Eloor route - Running time- 1 hour 15 minutes 


Si. Name of Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure 
No. boat from from from from from from 

from 
Narakkal Eloor Narakkal Éloor Narakkal Éloor Narakkaj 
1. M.B. Flying 
Saucer 6.15 9.00 11.30 

13.30 

15.00 18.00 
2. M.B. Cochin 
Express 

8.20 9.45 12.30 14.00 16.00 18.00 


7 . 


Parur - Kundoor route - Running time - 1 hour 15 minutes 


SI. 
No. 


Name of boat 


Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure 

from from from from from from 
Kundoor Parur Kundoor Parur Kundoor Parur 


1 . 


M.B. St. Mary 


8.00 


10.15 


11.45 


13.05 15.15 


16.45 


8 . 


Ernakulam - Narakkal route - Running time - 1 hour 15 minutes 


SI. 
No. Name of boat 


Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure 
from from from from from 

from 
Narakkal Ernaku- Narakkal Ernaku- Narakkal Eraku 
lam lam 

lam 


1. M.B. Jay Jawan 
2. M.B. Foker 


8.30 
7.00 


10.00 
8.45 


11.30 
10.30 


13.15 
12.20 


15.00 
14.00 


16.50 
16.00 


9. Narakkal - Chittur route - Running time-- 1 hour 15 minutes 


from 


Sl. 

Name of boat Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure Departure 
No. 

from from from 

from from 
Narakkal Chittur Narakkal Chittur Narakkal Chittur 
1. M. B. Vijaya Das 7.15 9.00 10.45 13.00 16.25 18.15 


(Sd.) 

Chief Engineer ( Irrigation ) 
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NOTIFICATION 


No. SS1-181. 

8th December 1981. 
The following is the supplementary Select List and Select 
List as approved by Government in G.O. Rt. No. 4049 |81 GI.Edn. 
dated 8-12-1981, of Officers for appointment to the cadre of :-- . 
I. HEADS OF HIGH AND TRAINING SCHOOLS ASSISTANT 

EI ? ,CATIONAL OFFICERS 


1. Shri V. S. James Joseph 
2. Shri K. V. Krishnan 
3. Smt. T. R. Alamelu 
4. Smt. Anna Mani 
5. Smt. Mary Thomas 
6. Smt. Jane Simon 
7. Smt. K. Bhageerathy 
8. Shri P. N. Narayanan Namboodiri 
9. Shri K. K. Kutty Moosa 
10. Smt. G. Lel:shmikutty Amma 
11. Smt. V. Nalini 
12 . Shri P. K. Rajaratnam (on other duty ) 
13. Shri K. K. Padmanabhan 
14. Smt. Annamma Cherian 
15. Shri T. K. Varghese 
16. Shri P. M. Ahammed 
33 /4489/MC. 
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17. Smt. K. N. Bhanumathy 
18 . Smt. P. K. Bhavani 
19 . Shri K. Purushothaman Namboodiripad 
20 . Smt. K. C. Fathima Beevi (Relinquished promotion ) 
21. Shri P. Reghunathen 
22. Shri E. Sankaran 
23 . Shri D. Varghese 
24 . Shri N : Ramanujan Nair 
25 . Shri R. Damodaran Nair 
26 . Smt. P. R. Leela 
27. Shri M. G. Raman Pillai 
28 . Smt. Rebecca Type 
29. Smt. K. Annamma 


( The above Select List is provisicnal and subject to the decision 
of the Hon ble High Court in O. P. No. 145078 ) . 


II. SENIOR SUPERINTENDINTS INCLUDING 


CARE 


SUPERVISORS 


2 


Select List for the year 1976 : 
1 . Shri A. R. Reghunathan 

Shri M. V. Jacob 
3 . Shri E. J. Francis 
4. Shri N. Kuttan Pillai 
5. Shri Angelos Mendez 


Select List for the year 1977 : 

1. Shri S. Madhavan Nair 
2. Smt. K. Sara Beevi 
3. Shri K. M. Mathew 
4. Smt. A. Gnana Soundari 
5 . Shri T. M. Daniel 
6 . Shri J. Joseph 
7 . Shri M. J. Mathew 
8. Shri K. C. Cherian 
9. Shri P. N. Divakaran 
10. Shri T. T. Varghese 


2 . 


Select List for the year 1978 : 
1. Shri P. J. Mathai 

Smt. M. Sarojini Amma 
3. Shri C. V. Krishnan Ezhuthassan 
4. Smt. K. Padmavathy 
5. Smt. P. V. Meenakshy 
6. Shri M. Ayamudu 
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7 . Shri P. M. Sivadas 
8 . Shri P. Balachandran 
9 . Shri U. Gopalakrishna Menon 
10. Shri G. Vasudevan 
11 . Smt. A. K. Komalavally 
12. Shri E. G. Purushothaman 
13. Shri C. Narayana Panicker 
14 . Smt. R. K. Padmavathy 
15 . Smt. C. N. Amhika Antharjanam 
16 . Smt. V. Lakshmikutty Amma 
17. Smt. M. Saraswathy Amma 
18. Shri P. Subramonia Iyer 
19. Shri R. Krishnaswami Iyengar 
20. Shri C. P. Radhakrishna Pillai 
21. Shri G. Vasudevan Pillai 


. 


Select List for the year 1979 : 

1. Smt. J. Rajalekshmi Amma 
2 . Shri M. R. Ramachandrar: Nair 
3 . Shri G. Thankappan Nair 

Shri K. N. Bhaskaran Pillai 
5 . Smt., N. Rajaki 
6 . Shri K. M. Mathew 
7 . Smt. K. S. Suseela Devi 
8 . Smt. A. Omanakutty 
9. Shri P. J. John 
10 . Shri K. Farthan 

Smt. N. B. Santhakumari 
12. Shri K. V. Rajasekharan Nair 
13. Shri M. J. George 
14. Shri E. J. Somaraj 
15. Shri K. V. Raman Unni 
16. Shri K. Vasavan 
17. Shri K. C. Nanu 
18. Shri P. Padmanabha Piliai 
19. Shri N. Krishnan 
20. Shri P. V. Balan Nambiar 
21. Shri M. Sivapalan 
22. Shri P. V. Sukumaran 
23 . Smt. K. Janaki Marassiar 
24. Shri M. Abdul Shukkur 
25 . Shri K. Premachandra Menon 
26 . Shri Y. Samson 
27. Shri P. Krishna Pillai 
28. Shri A. Moharanad Kunju (Gr.) 
29. Smt. K. V. Lakshmi 
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30. Shri M. N. Chandrasekharan Nair 
31. 

Shri N. Somarajan 
32 . Shri T. K. Abraham 
33. Shri C. Robert 
34 . Shri P. N. Ramakrishna Pillai 
35 . Shri T. K. Karunakaran 
36 . Shri K. P. Gopinanha Menon 
37 . Shri P. S. Gopinadhan Nair 
38. Smt. A. A. Radha Bai 
39 . Shri G. Gopinadha Pillai 
40 . Shri T. K. Dhana Rajan 
41. Shri P. C. Thomas 
42. Shri N. Prabhu 


( Promotion of Sl. No. (41) Shri P. C. Thomas and Sl. No. (42) 
Shri N. Prabhu will be regularised subject to the decision of 
Hon ble High Court in 0. P. Nos . 88380 and 368 |81 ). 
Select List for the year 1980 : 

1 . Shri K. G. James 
2. Shri P. J. Abraham (Sr.) 
3. Shri P. T. Nainan 
4 . Shri P. C. Velayudhan 
5 . Shri P. Gopalakrishna Pillai ( on long leave) 
6. Shri S. N. Viswanathan 
7. Shri N. Sudhakaran 
8 . 

Shri P. P. Varghese 
9 . Smt. C. K. Chellamma 
10 . Shri V. Thankappan Nair 
11. Shri M. Poulose 
12 . Shri K. Ibrahimkutty 
13. 

Shri Lindsay Nappally 
14. Shri T. J. Cherian 
15 . 

Shri M. M. Kallianikutty 
16. Shri K. M. Mammen 
17 . 

Shri D. Harris 
18 . Shri V. N. Govindan Nair 

19. Smt. S. Padmavathy Ammal 
Select List for the year 1981: 

1. Shri P. Ferdinand 
2 . Shri M. Mohammad Abdul Kadir Sahib 
3. Smt. B. Sarasamma 
4. Shri G. Thomas 
5 . 

Shri G. Chandrasekhara Pillai 
6. Shri T. R. George 
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7. Shri T. A. Subramonian 
8. Shri K. T. Thomas 
9. Shri V. Natarajan Asari 
10 . Shri M. Girinath 
11 . Shri C. K. Divakaran 
12 . Shri M. Hamza 
13. Shri K. Meethian Naina 
14 . Smt. M. M. Bhavani Amma 
. 15. Shri P. M. Velayudha Marar 
16 . Shri M. T. Rajan 
17. Shri M. P. Pankajakshan Pillai 
18 . Shri V. K. Gopalakrishnan 
19 . Smt. P. Janaki Amma 
20 . Shri P. Chandukkutty 
21 . Shri P. V. Kunju 
22 Shri V. M. Jacob 
23 . Shri Jacob Mathew 
24 . Smt. K. Soudamma 
25 . Shri K. V. Devassia 
26 . Shri R. Haridasan 
27 . Smt. K. Leela Bai 
28 . Shri David S. Gomez 
29. Smt. M. P. Rachel 
30. Shri N. Sankara Pillai 


III. 


Shri G. Krishnan Nair 


Just above Shri N. 0. Jacob , 
Sl. No. ( 1 ) in the Select list 
of Senior Superintendents 
prepared at the D.P.C. meeting 
held on 30-4-1975 . 


Office of the Director 
of Public Instruction , 

Trivandrum . 


C. RAMACHANDRAN , 

Convener , 
Depurtmental Promotion Committee, 

(Lower ) 
Director of Public Instruction . 
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